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The purpose of this study was to document and explore the use and perception of verbal 
and nonverbal teaching behaviors of selected high school band directors. Participants were six 
successful high school band directors and members of their top-performing ensembles. Directors 
were videotaped during rehearsals. Videos were subsequently analyzed. Systematic observation 
data consisted of frequencies and percentages of conductor magnitude, filler use, and time spent 
on and off podium; frequency and time of each sequential pattern component; and instructional 
pacing. 
Directors and students viewed and rated video excerpts of their directors using 10-point 
Likert scales. Participants then completed a 22-item questionnaire, and selected students and all 
directors participated in interviews. Results showed that high school band directors were more 
disapproving than approving, mostly used complete sequential patterns, spent more time in 
student response than teacher talk, used fillers, spent a large amount of time moving, used more 
strict than expressive conducting gestures, had a mostly neutral facial expression, varied the 
pitch of their voice, spoke steadily with a normal voice volume, spent the most time looking at 
the score, and averaged longer mean student activity times than teacher activity times. 
Student evaluations showed that excerpts containing drill, all strict conducting, and more 
teacher talk than student response were rated lowest. Excerpts containing more or relatively 
equal amounts of student response and teacher talk, some expressive conducting, and 57% or 
lower levels of neutral facial expressions were rated highest. In two cases, a significant 
difference in excerpt ratings by principal instrument was found. Student interview results 
revealed a respect for director’s musical abilities and knowledge regardless of personal liking or 
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disliking of director, a desire for more praise, and the concept of disapproving feedback as a 
“critique.” 
Director perceptions were similar but generally more critical than student perceptions. 
Directors rated excerpts containing high levels of neutral facial expressions and more or equal 
amounts of teacher talk than student response highest. They rated excerpts containing no 
feedback, more disapproval, or equal amounts of disapproval and approval lowest. Director 





















Inquiries into teaching behaviors have led to a variety of definitions regarding effective 
teaching. Brophy and Good (1986) stated that “most definitions include success in socializing 
students and promoting their affective and personal development in addition to success in 
fostering their mastery of formal curricula” (p. 328). Berliner (1986) asserted that experts must 
have command of the subject matter as well as knowledge of organization and classroom 
management. Results of a qualitative study investigating pre-service teachers’ perceptions of 
teaching effectiveness indicated that “students envisaged the effective teacher in terms of 
‘persona,’ that is, as someone who possesses information, personal characteristics, and the ability 
to carry out actions related to teaching” (Butler, 2001, p. 268). Statements such as these suggest 
that effective teaching is a multifaceted concept that requires teachers to be highly capable in 
several skill areas.   
Investigations focusing on the use of verbal and nonverbal behaviors in music classrooms 
resulted in the identification of specific behaviors thought to be characteristics of effective music 
teachers. Early research described effective music teachers as extroverted, enthusiastic, caring 
towards their students, able to make frequent eye contact, and showed that they use physical 
gestures, a variety of facial expressions, and vary their speaking voice (Brand, 1984). An 
analysis of more recent literature further identified being adept at human relationships, being an 
independent thinker, possessing a strong desire to complete tasks, having a creative teaching 
style, being prepared, selecting quality literature, fostering an appropriate rehearsal atmosphere, 
and creating an equilibrium between performance time and teacher talk as attributes of effective 
music teachers (Grant & Drafall, 1991). 
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Personal or social ability was included as an attribute of effective teachers in several 
studies (Brand, 1984; Brophy & Good, 1986; Butler, 2001; Grant & Drafall, 1991; Teachout, 
1997). Pre-service and experienced teachers rated personal skills and teacher skills as being 
significantly more important than musical skills during the first three years of experience 
(Teachout, 1997). However, even within a group of trained and experienced teachers, Brophy 
and Good (1986) asserted that: 
“…they differ in several respects: the expectations and achievement objectives they hold 
for themselves, their classes, and individual students; how they select and design 
academic tasks; and how actively they instruct and communicate with students about 
academic tasks. Those who do these things successfully produce significantly more 
achievement than those who do not, but doing them successfully demands a lot of 
knowledge, energy, motivation, and communication and decision-making skills…” (p. 
370).  
 
Therefore, it seems evident that there are basic abilities that effective teachers must have. 
For example, music teachers who can successfully communicate with students through both 
verbal and nonverbal means may be seen as more effective. Research in music teacher 
effectiveness attempted to isolate verbal, nonverbal, or a combination of both in order to 
operationally define behaviors of effective teachers. Three major lines of research, sequential 
patterns of instruction (Yarbrough & Price, 1981), conductor magnitude (Yarbrough, 1975), and 
teacher intensity (Madsen & Geringer, 1989), served as a foundation for characterizing effective 
music teacher behaviors. Furthermore, they played a major role in this investigation. The purpose 
of this investigation was to analyze high school band students’ and directors’ perceptions of 
selected verbal and nonverbal teaching behaviors. Both quantitative and qualitative 






REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Sequential Patterns of Instruction 
One characteristic of effective teaching is the ability to appropriately sequence instruction 
in a manner that maximizes student learning. This objective is an integral part of Direct 
Instruction, an approach to teaching in which the teacher conveys pertinent information to 
students in goal-oriented and teacher structured lessons (Becker, Englemann, & Thomas, 1971). 
Therefore, high levels of teacher-student interaction are required. Yarbrough and Price (1981) 
were the first to investigate sequential patterns of instruction in music rehearsals. Termed 
sequential patterns of instruction, the process consists of three-steps in which the director 
presents a task by giving academic information or a direction (1), the students respond to the 
teacher (2), and immediate specific or nonspecific feedback is given (3). A line of studies 
focused on sequential patterns of instruction have examined, analyzed, and refined their use 
(Bowers, 1997; Hendel, 1993; Price, 1983, 1985, 1992; Price & Yarbrough, 1991, 1993/1994; 
Yarbrough, 1988; Yarbrough, Dunn, & Baird, 1996; Yarbrough & Price, 1981, 1989; Yarbrough, 
Price, & Bowers, 1991; Yarbrough, Price, & Hendel, 1994).  
Table 1 contains the refined operational definitions of sequential patterns of instruction 
(Hendel, 1993, Yarbrough, Dunn, & Baird, 1996). Various studies reveal that sequential patterns 
of instruction exist in several music teaching venues including choral and instrumental ensemble 
rehearsals (Davis, 1998; Dunn, 1997; Price, 1983; Price & Yarbrough, 1991, 1993/1994; 
Yarbrough & Price, 1981, 1989; Yarbrough, Price, & Hendel, 1994; Yarbrough, Dunn, & Baird, 
1996), violin lessons (Benson, 1989), piano lessons (Kostka, 1984; Speer, 1994), elementary 
music classes (Hendel, 1993), class guitar instruction (Duke & Madsen, 1991), and teacher 
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training (Bowers, 1997; Goolsby, 1997; Jellison & Wolfe, 1987; Maclin, 1993; Standley & 
Greenfield, 1987; Yarbrough & Price, 1989; Yarbrough, Price, & Bowers, 1991).  
Table 1. Operational Definitions for Sequential Patterns of Instruction 
 
Components of Sequential Patterns 
Teacher Presentation (1) 
 1A  Academic music task presentation (talking about musical or performance  
aspects, including modeling by teacher) 
 1Q  Question presented to students 
 1D  Direction (giving directions regarding who will, or where to sing/play) 
 1S  Social task presentation (giving the rules for behavior) 
 1O  Off-task remarks or interruptions 
  
Student Response (2)  
 2P  Performance (entire ensemble or sections performing) 
 2V  Verbal response (asking or responding to a question) 
 2NV  Nonverbal (getting music out of folder) 
 
Reinforcement (3) 
3A  Verbal academic or social approval (positive statement about student  
performance or social behavior  
 3D  Verbal academic or social disapproval (negative statement about student  
performance or social behavior) 
         Specific Exact feedback containing musical information 
      Nonspecific Vague feedback containing no music information 
 
Types of Sequential Patterns 
Basic Complete (listed in order of preference as demonstrated in prior research) 
 1A-2P-3A specific 
 1A-2P-3D specific 
 1A-2P-3A nonspecific 
 1A-2P-3D nonspecific 
 1D-2P-3A specific 
 1D-2P-3A nonspecific 
 1D-2P-3D specific 
 1D-2P-3D nonspecific 
 Simple extended patterns: 1-2-1-2-3; 1-2-1-2-1-2-3; 1-2-1-2-1-2-1-2-3 
 Complex extended patterns: 1-2-1-2-1-2-1-2-1-2-3 (extended drill, extended  
commentary, varied delay) 
 
Incomplete 
 Presentation of task (1)- student response (2) 
 Inverted patterns – reinforcement (3) – student response (2) 
Note. As stated by Yarbrough, Dunn, & Baird (1996) with question presentation addition. 
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The purpose of Yarbrough and Price’s (1981) initial investigation was to define and 
analyze sequential patterns of instruction in music rehearsals and determine the effects pattern 
usage and teacher behavior had on performer attentiveness. The investigation involved two 
mixed choruses, three bands, and one orchestra. The following variables were examined: 
performance and non-performance time, frequency of social and academic approvals and 
disapprovals, stops, complete and incomplete teaching units, errors, and teacher eye contact. 
Analysis indicated a strong relationship between student off-task behavior and non-performance 
time. Performer attentiveness was higher during performance as compared to non-performance, 
and high levels of teacher eye contact resulted in higher performer attentiveness. Incomplete 
pattern usage and errors in reinforcement did not increase student off-task behavior. 
Researchers explored the effects of sequential pattern usage on student behaviors. Price 
(1983) investigated the effects of sequential pattern component usage on the attentiveness, 
musical achievement, and attitude of performers. Members of a university symphonic band 
rehearsed under three treatment conditions: (1) directions followed by ensemble performance, (2) 
academic task presentation, directions, followed by ensemble performance, and (3) academic 
task presentation, directions, ensemble performance and appropriate reinforcement. Condition 
three contained reinforcement related to the task presentation, and 80% approval and 20% 
disapproval. Subjects completed an attitude survey four times during the experimental process. 
The highest student attitude ratings were found under the third treatment condition, indicating 
that use of complete patterns positively affected student attitude. Results also indicated that 
active student participation resulted in less off-task behavior. This finding supported the results 
of Yarbrough and Price (1981). Musical achievement gains were largest and performer attitude 
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highest under conditions in which patterns consisted of an academic task presentation followed 
by directions, ensemble performance, and teacher reinforcement.  
Several studies established a preference for the use of sequential patterns. Subjects asked 
to rate the teaching effectiveness of choral and instrumental rehearsal excerpts containing a 
variety of complete and incomplete sequential patterns indicated a preference for complete 
patterns consisting of academic information followed by student performance and positive 
feedback (Price & Yarbrough, 1991). High school and elementary students evaluating teaching 
in a choral rehearsal indicated a preference for patterns beginning with musical information 
rather than directions, ending in approvals rather than disapprovals, and specific reinforcement 
rather than non-specific reinforcement (Yarbrough & Hendel, 1993). Non-musicians also seem 
to prefer similar patterns (Price & Yarbrough, 1993/1994). 
Yarbrough and Price (1989) examined sequential patterns in terms of time spent in each 
of the pattern components. They examined time usage by coding transcripts of lessons taught by 
freshman and sophomore undergraduate music majors and experienced instrumental and choral 
teachers, and calculated frequency and duration for units of teaching and student performance. 
Percentage of time spent in presentation of musical information was less than 20% for all but one 
group of undergraduates. Also, structured practice in which the teacher gave directions followed 
by student performance without providing any musical information comprised more than 50% of 
the rehearsal time for all groups.  
  In addition to time spent in each of the components, analysis of music teachers’ use of 
sequential patterns of instruction aided in the description of successful elementary teachers and 
highlighted differences between novice and expert band directors (Hendel, 1993 and Goolsby, 
1997, 1999, respectively). Hendel (1993) found that successful elementary teachers used an 
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academic/direction ratio of 67/32 when giving task presentations, an approval/disapproval ratio 
of 84/16, and a complete/incomplete pattern ratio of 89/11. Goolsby (1997) found that 23% of 
the observed rehearsal segments for expert teachers contained complete patterns, 12% contained 
complete patterns for novice teachers, and 14% contained complete patterns for student teachers. 
A notable finding of this study was that complete pattern usage by student teachers increased 
threefold over the course of the investigation. A follow-up investigation indicated that 30% of 
rehearsal segments containing complete patterns for expert teachers, while only 3% contained 
complete patterns for novice teachers. Given that the apparent benefits of using sequential 
patterns of instruction includes higher rates of student attentiveness, attitude, and musical 
achievement, it seems that sequential patterns of instruction provide teachers with an effective 
way of structuring their verbal content. 
Reinforcement 
 In addition to inclusion in studies of sequential patterns of instruction, several researchers 
examined the effects of reinforcement in relation to student attentiveness, achievement, and 
attitude. In regards to student attentiveness, Forsythe (1975) found that approval ratios above 
75% produced more on-task student behavior than 75% disapproval ratios in elementary 
classrooms, and that errors in reinforcement over 10% resulted in more off-task student behavior. 
Dorow (1977) showed that music taught to elementary school students under high teacher 
approval conditions might be more reinforcing than instruction under high teacher disapproval. 
Moore and Bonney (1987) found that experienced teachers had higher rates of student 
attentiveness than student teachers when teaching general music. Another study focused on 
elementary aged students, specifically 5
th
 grade students, indicated that employing an 
approval/disapproval ratio of 80/20 resulted in fewer off-task students in music classes. In 
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addition, teachers using an 80% approval rate seemed to be more successful in controlling social 
behavior when interactions were contingent upon appropriate social behavior (Kuhn, 1975).  
Examination of approval rates in choral and instrumental ensembles, however, indicated 
that on-task student behavior remains high regardless of lower approval rates (Madsen & Alley, 
1979; Murray, 1975). Several studies found that the percentage of off-task student behavior is 
lowest during ensemble performance and highest during non-performance activities (Dunn, 
1997; Forsythe, 1977; Kostka, 1984; Madsen & Geringer, 1983; Murray, 1975; Price, 1983; 
Witt, 1986; Yarbrough & Price, 1989). Furthermore, participation in musical activities, such as 
performance, seem to act as reinforcement (Madsen & Alley, 1979; Spradling, 1985; Yarbrough, 
1975). 




 grade instrumentalists 
participating in peer tutoring performed significantly better under approval conditions than a 
control group (Alexander & Dorow, 1983). Conversely, Murray (1975) found no differences in 
the musical performance of six high school choruses when using approval/disapproval ratios of 
80/20, 20/80, and regular director conditions. Four of the six groups, however, received their 
highest ratings under the 80% approval condition. Dunn (1997) found that receiving contingent 
teacher reinforcement resulted in a choir receiving higher performance ratings from judges than a 
choir that only received task presentations, directions, and an opportunity to perform. 
Interestingly, Carpenter (1988) showed that junior and senior high school bands received higher 
rehearsal ratings when their directors used specific disapproval. Also, Cavitt (1998) found that 
middle and high school band directors used negative feedback twice as often as positive 
feedback. This finding supports previous research in which band directors were highly 
disapproving (Yarbrough, 1988). 
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Other investigations regarding reinforcement investigated its effect on student attitude. In 
a study involving six high school choirs (Murray, 1975), participating students rated the music 
and the rehearsal under the 80% approval condition highest and the 20% approval condition 
lowest. Furthermore, results of other studies showed that groups receiving feedback had a more 
positive attitude toward music, rehearsals, and the teacher (Dunn, 1997; Price, 1983; Yarbrough, 
1975). Performance achievement may also influence student attitude. Duke and Henninger 
(1998) found that even when disapproving feedback was given, students indicated a positive 
attitude toward their experience as long as performance goals were met.  
The manner in which feedback is perceived may affect attitude. Differences have been 
found in the perception of feedback by trained and untrained observers. C. Madsen and Duke 
(1985b) found that trained subjects viewing a video consisting of one elementary and one high 
school music lesson perceived approval to be more meaningful, good, beneficial, valuable, and 
effective in comparison to their untrained counterparts. Furthermore, subjects perceived 
disapproval to be less effective than approval. However, subjects perceived disapproving 
feedback to be more sincere than approving feedback (Madsen, C. & Duke, 1985a, 1985b). 
Additionally, Schmidt (1989, 1995) found that students perceived approval feedback to be the 
most valuable type of feedback in terms of student improvement. Evaluations of approval 
behaviors indicate that ratings are higher under conditions in which a high amount of approval is 
given (Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998). 
 Duke and Henninger (2002) investigated the effects of teachers’ verbal corrections on 
undergraduate music students’ perceptions of teaching and learning. Verbal corrections included 
directives or negative feedback. Lessons taught under both conditions received highly positive 
ratings, indicating that observers’ perceptions of teaching and learning may be unaffected by 
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verbal correction types. However, piano lessons in which specific positive and negative feedback 
was given received higher ratings of teaching effectiveness (Siebenaler, 1997). Recording 
specific teacher behaviors, such as keeping a tally for the number of approvals and disapprovals 
given, summing the total approvals and disapprovals given, tallying the number of musical or 
verbal responses from students, or notating items deemed important by the observer had no 
impact on mean ratings of teacher performance, although music majors’ ratings of teacher 
performance were significantly lower than non-majors (Duke & Blackman, 1991). 
In an investigation designed to assess subjects’ perception of feedback versus actual 
classroom events, Madsen and Duke (1985a) found that music education and music therapy 
majors’ perception of feedback was not consistent with actual classroom events. After viewing a 
video of a kindergarten music class, neither the music education nor music therapy majors were 
able to accurately estimate the amount of time the teacher spent giving approval and disapproval. 
Moreover, music education majors estimated a higher amount of time spent giving approval than 
music therapy majors, while music therapy majors perceived a significantly greater need for the 
teacher to increase the amount of approval given.  
Duke and Prickett (1987) found differences in the perception of feedback under differing 
focus of attention conditions. Observations focused on either the students, teacher, or both 
resulted in significant differences among the three observation conditions. Subjects were 
generally less positive toward the person(s) to whom their attention was directed. Furthermore, 
subjects attending to the teacher overestimated the amount of negative feedback given.  
Duke (1987) compared perceptions of trained university music education and music 
therapy students and non-musician students with no training in regards to the delivery and 
recording of feedback. All students viewed and assessed a video of an applied lesson using 
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published observation instruments. Results showed a high level of variability for responses 
within both trained and untrained observer groups. Also, observers tended to focus on teacher 
behavior more than student behavior. 
Fillers 
In addition to varying types of feedback, a teacher’s linguistic ability may have an impact 
on students’ perception of teacher effectiveness. Use of fillers such as “um,” “uh,” and “ok,” 
may be distracting to students and hinder their understanding of pertinent instructional material. 
Prickett (1987) investigated self-monitoring of undergraduate student use of the filler “ok.” 
Undergraduates videotaped while teaching peers a song either four or five times served as 
subjects. Initially, subjects were given general instructions to focus on decreasing their use of 
“ok.” Under this condition, the use of “ok” remained constant regardless of the general 
statements made by the instructor. However, once subjects viewed their videotapes and 
calculated a frequency count of their filler use, an immediate reduction of use was apparent. The 
results of this study indicate that a reduction in filler use is possible. Therefore, teachers may be 
able to self-monitor for distracting behaviors and reduce their frequency, and in turn, increase 
clarity of instruction. 
Conductor Magnitude 
The second major research that influences this study is conductor magnitude. Defined by 
Yarbrough (1975) as “what a conductor can do to make a rehearsal more exciting” (pg. 135), 
conductor magnitude was examined in an attempt to determine how specific conductor behaviors 
affect performance, attentiveness, and attitude of performers. Rehearsals contained conductor 
behaviors under one of two experimental conditions, high or low magnitude. Operational 
definitions for each condition focused on the categories of eye contact, closeness, volume and 
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modulation of voice, gestures, facial expressions, and rehearsal pace. High magnitude behaviors 
included maintaining high levels of eye contact, frequently walking or leaning toward the group, 
varying voice volume and speaking pitch to show enthusiasm and vitality, varying the size of 
conducting patterns and showing a great deal of movement, varying facial expressions of 
approval and disapproval, and keeping a rapid and exciting pace through use of quick 
instructions. Definitions of low magnitude behaviors included little to no eye contact with the 
group or individual members, remaining behind music stand, steady voice volume and pitch, no 
variety in conducting pattern size, neutral facial expressions, and keeping a slow and methodical 
pace.  
 Data collection occurred using a researcher developed conductor observation form, 
judges’ performance ratings, observation of student attentiveness, and self-report of student 
attitude. No significant differences were found in musical performance, attentiveness, or attitude 
during the two experimental conditions. However, it is notable that three of four groups received 
their lowest ratings under the low magnitude conductor condition, student off-task behavior was 
lowest during the high magnitude conductor condition, and students preferred the high 
magnitude conductor. Given these results, directors who exhibit high magnitude behaviors may 
benefit from greater student attentiveness and perhaps higher performance ratings.  
Examination of teacher nonverbal behaviors also occurred in settings other than group 
instruction. Levasseur (1995) investigated the function of nonverbal communication in the 
applied voice studio. Levasseur’s investigation focused on many facets of teacher nonverbal 
behavior including facial expression and eye contact, expressive movements, posture, touch, 
duration and pacing, and space. Results indicated that the face, eyes, posture, and expressive 
movement of voice teachers helped students assess their learning. Positive nonverbal 
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communication behaviors included steady eye contact, forward leaning, head nodding, and 
smiles. Results indicated that approval, disapproval, and trust are enhanced by appropriate use of 
nonverbal communication in the applied setting. 
 The majority of studies, however, focused on group settings. Following Yarbrough’s 
(1975) landmark study, several researchers investigated conductor behaviors and their effects on 
expressive musical performance. Evaluation of high school and college band’s taped 
performances under expressive and non-expressive conductor conditions indicated that judges 
tended to prefer the performances under the expressive conductor condition to the non-
expressive condition. In addition, students responded more positively to a survey after 
participating in treatment under the expressive conductor condition (Laib, 1993).  
Expressive and non-expressive conducting may influence individual musician’s 
performance. Sidoti (1990) investigated the effects of expressive and non-expressive conducting 
on the ability of high school students to accurately perform marcato, staccato, legato, crescendo, 
descrescendo, accelerando, ritardando, and fermata markings. Results indicated a significant 
difference in performance accuracy. Subjects performed more accurately under the expressive 
conducting condition. Another investigation focused on the musical responses of beginning band 
students in relation to the effects of conducting instruction on individuals and ensembles to 
accurately perform rhythms, and ensembles to perform in legato and staccato style, as well as 
perform with correct phrasing and dynamics (Kelly, 1997). Beginning band students receiving 10 
minutes of daily conducting instruction over a period of 10 weeks significantly improved their 
ability to perform correct rhythms over those students who did not receive conducting 
instruction. Ensembles receiving conducting instruction also improved their ability to perform 
rhythms accurately and shape phrases accordingly.  
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Grechesky (1986) randomly selected high school band directors and recorded their 
respective groups performing an identical piece. Judges rated and subsequently ranked the 
performances. Observation and coding of conducting behaviors also occurred. Results indicated 
that directors’ use of verbal imagery impacted performance rankings more than other verbal 
explanations, performances under directors exhibiting more body movement were rated as being 
more musical, and those using more left hand gestures and coordination of the left and right 
hands received higher performance ratings. Of all the variables examined, the use of conducting 
emblems and illustrators, or common nonverbal gestures, had the greatest impact on performance 
ratings.  
 Researchers isolated conducting emblems (e.g., fermata, forte, crescendo) in other 
investigations. A video containing 55 common conducting emblems was shown to junior high 
school, senior high school, and college instrumentalists. Of the 55 emblems, subjects correctly 
identified 19 and incorrectly identified 17 overall. Moreover, subjects with a greater amount of 
ensemble experience were significantly more successful at recognizing the conducting emblems 
(Sousa, 1988). Cofer (1998) investigated seventh grade band students’ ability to recognize and 
perform a musical selection to conducting emblems. A treatment group received instruction 
intended to increase the recognition of and musical response to 13 specific emblems: fermata, 
forte, piano, subito forte, subito piano, crescendo, descrescendo, marcato, staccato, legato, 
tenuto, accelerando, and ritardando. Members of the control group participated in a warm-up 
routine in which the conductor reviewed musical expression concepts through the use of 
conducting emblems. Findings suggested that instruction regarding conducting emblems 
significantly improved seventh grade band students’ ability to recognize and perform to 
conducting emblems.   
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Pre-conducting behaviors and physical appearance may influence perceptions of 
conducting effectiveness. Music majors (n=165) viewed a video containing a combination of 
pre-conducting and conducting behaviors, and subsequently rated each conductor based on 
competence (Fredrickson, Johnson, & Robinson, 1998). Conditions included poor pre-
conducting/poor conducting, no behavior/poor conducting, poor pre-conducting/no behavior, 
excellent pre-conducting/poor conducting, poor pre-conducting/excellent conducting, excellent 
pre-conducting/no behavior, no behavior/excellent conducting, and excellent pre-
conducting/excellent conducting. Conductors exhibiting outstanding pre-conducting behaviors 
received high marks of competence. On the other hand, conductors lacking in good pre-
conducting behaviors received low marks of competence. Taking these results into account, it 
seems possible that training in appropriate pre-conducting and conducting behaviors could 
increase the perception of competence in a conductor. 
In regards to physical appearance, VanWeelden (2002) investigated conductors’ body 
type in relation to perceived effectiveness and ensemble performance ratings. Undergraduates 
viewed and subsequently rated videotaped performances of Samuel Barber’s “The Coolin” under 
the direction of conductors who were classified as either having an ectomorphic (thin body build) 
or endomorphic (large body build) body type. Results indicated no differences in performance 
ratings based on conductor body type. In addition to physical appearance, the study included 
examination of posture, facial expression, and eye contact. Results indicated a moderately high 
correlation between overall conductor effectiveness ratings and both posture and facial 
expression. Eye contact, however, was minimally related. Similar results occurred in regards to 
ensemble performance ratings. Results indicated a moderate relationship with both posture and 
facial expression, and little relationship with eye contact.  
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Conductor use of eye contact and facial expression may influence communicative 
effectiveness. Several studies involving conductor eye contact and facial expression indicated 
that differences in these behaviors could have an impact on the communicative effectiveness of 
conductors (Byo & Austin, 1994; Yarbrough, 1975; Price & Winter, 1991). Use of facial 
expression and eye contact in rehearsals also may influence student opinions of conductors. Price 
and Winter (1991) examined 8
th
-grade students’ opinions of their director under strict and 
expressive conducting conditions. The strict condition consisted of minimal body movement, 
strict conducting patterns, neutral facial expressions, and low group eye contact. Expressive 
conditions included frequent body movement, expressive conducting gestures, approving and 
disapproving facial expressions, and high group eye contact. Student opinion data gathered using 
a five-item survey revealed a significantly more positive opinion of their experience under the 
expressive conductor condition. Additionally, facial expressions showing approval may 
positively affect performance, while facial expressions showing disapproval may have a negative 
effect on performance (Grechesky, 1986).  
 Results from one study suggest that some junior and senior high school band directors 
rarely use facial expression, eye contact, as well as expressive beat patterns in rehearsal (Sherrill, 
1986).  Nevertheless, in a review of eye contact literature, Fredrickson (1992) states that “how 
often and in what way a teacher looks at students affects not only student learning, but also the 
students’ perceptions of the teacher” (p. 26). Given empirical evidence suggesting that 
maintaining eye contact and varying facial expression positively affects perceptions of teaching 
effectiveness and student opinion, teachers should strive to become proficient in the use of these 
behaviors (Fredrickson, 1992). It should be noted that these behaviors could be developed with 
practice over time. 
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 Experience level may also be an obstacle for some conductors in demonstrating 
appropriate facial expressions and eye contact behaviors. Byo and Austin (1994) found 
differences between novice and expert conductors in the use of facial expression and eye contact. 
Expert conductors varied facial expression significantly more and maintained eye contact for 
longer durations than novice conductors. Investigations into additional differences between 
novice and expert teachers found that experienced teachers spent more time in performance and 
used nonverbal demonstration and modeling behaviors more than their inexperienced 
counterparts (Goolsby, 1996, 1999; Grechesky, 1985; Pontious, 1982), and stopped more 
frequently and addressed more performance issues during stops (Goolsby, 1997). Several studies 
found that expert teachers spend more than half of class time in performance (Caldwell, 1980; 
Goolsby, 1996 1999; Madsen, C. & Geringer, 1983).  
Band directors most often address varying musical elements including rhythm and tempo 
(Buell, 1990; Carpenter, 1988; Goolsby, 1996, 1999; Pontious, 1982; Sherrill, 1986), and 
fundamental/pitch followed by rhythm, tempo, articulation and dynamics (Menchaca, 1988). In 
addition to rhythm, Pontious (1982) found that phrasing and dynamics were addressed regularly, 
and that directors spent 42% of active rehearsal time giving verbal instruction and 58% in 
performance trials that mostly involved full ensemble performance. Interestingly, verbal 
instructions may have a significantly greater influence on dynamic responses than written, 
gestural, or group dynamic levels (Skadsem, 1997). Directors of junior and senior high school 
bands used technical direction presentations to initiate student behavior most often and received 
higher rehearsal ratings when directors commented on style and articulation (Carpenter, 1988). 
In addition, Yarbrough, Dunn, and Baird (1996) found that less off-task student behavior resulted 
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in higher ratings of performance excerpts in a longitudinal study of teaching in a choral 
rehearsal. 
Teacher Intensity 
 Along with verbal and nonverbal conducting behaviors, a third major line of research 
influencing this study, known as teacher intensity, is a global attribute of teacher effectiveness. 
C. Madsen (1990) posited two basic elements of effective teaching: “(1) knowledge of the 
subject matter and precisely what it is students should learn, and (2) effective delivery and 
sequencing of the subject matter” (pg. 43). Examination of these elements occurred in a line of 
inquiry focused on teacher intensity. C. Madsen and Geringer (1989) defined intensity as the 
“sustained control of the student/teacher interaction evidenced by efficient, accurate presentation 
and correction of the subject matter with enthusiastic affect and effective pacing” (pg. 90).   
 C. Madsen and Geringer (1989) investigated the relationship of intensity to effective 
teaching in a study of senior music education majors’ teaching effectiveness. Videotaped 
segments of the students’ teaching were rated by four judges on the basis of teaching 
effectiveness, and by two independent observers who assessed their use of specific behaviors 
related to teacher intensity. Results indicated intensity was highly related to effective music 
teaching. Researchers in this line of inquiry found that the concept of intensity could be taught, 
learned, and/or demonstrated by those receiving training (Byo, 1990; Cassidy, 1990; Cassidy, 
1993; Madsen, C., Standley, Byo, & Cassidy, 1992; Madsen, C., Standley, & Cassidy, 1989).  
 The initial investigation into the teaching, learning, and demonstration of intensity 
behaviors, and the ability of observers to recognize those behaviors revealed that with only 90 
minutes of instruction, 20 subjects were able to demonstrate high and low intensity contrasts 
across four 15 second intervals (Madsen, C., Standley, & Cassidy, 1989). Results also indicated 
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that music education majors were able to correctly identify subjects’ intensity contrasts 82.7% of 
the time.  
Byo, (1990) transferred the concept of intensity to the area of conducting. Beginning 
conductors trained in the use of high and low intensity gestures were videotaped demonstrating 
these behaviors in a lab ensemble setting. Video segments of the conductors’ contained either 
high or low intensity gestures. Each beginning conductor received an overall intensity rating. 
Music and non-music majors, as well as high school band and choral students, rated the 
segments as either being high or low in intensity. Results indicated that observers were able to 
accurately identify intensity contrasts seventy-seven percent of the time.  
 Cassidy (1990) investigated teacher intensity with pre-service teachers whom had little to 
no prior knowledge of musical subject matter. Elementary education majors enrolled in two 
sections of a music methods course were assigned to a control group or an experimental group. 
Experimental group members received four training sessions on teaching with and sustaining 
high intensity behaviors, while the control group did not. Videotapes of subjects teaching four 
rote songs to peers and one song to pre-school children were analyzed for high intensity and low 
intensity behaviors. While no significant differences in high intensity behaviors were found 
between groups across time, results indicated a significant interaction between teaching task and 
treatment on accuracy and efficiency of instruction. Subjects receiving intensity training spent a 
significantly longer amount of time engaged in music making activities. This finding is 
significant given that empirical evidence suggests students exhibit less off-task behavior when 
engaged in active music making. It seems music teachers possessing the ability to demonstrate 
high intensity behaviors may benefit from increased teaching efficiency and time spent in music 
making activities.  
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 Experience level may play a role in the perceptions of teacher intensity as it relates to 
effective teaching. C. Madsen, Standley, Byo, and Cassidy (1992) found that pre-intern music 
students’ self-assessments using behavioral observation forms were reasonably accurate when 
compared to music experts’ observations. However, instrumental music students viewed their 
behaviors as more positive than did the music experts. It seems instrumental music students may 
be less critical of their teaching behaviors in comparison to music experts’ observations. 
Delivery 
Researchers in both general and music education conducted investigations into the 
effective delivery of content, one of the components of teacher intensity (Hamann, Baker, 
McAllister, & Bauer, 2000; Madsen, K., 2003; Ware & Williams, 1975, 1976). In music, studies 
in the area of delivery centered on its effects on lesson quality and teaching effectiveness 
(Hamann, Baker, McAllister, & Bauer, 2000; Madsen, K., 2003), and level of experience on 
perceptions of teaching effectiveness (Madsen, K. & Cassidy, 2005).  
 Early investigations outside of music that focused on the effect of delivery on students' 
perception revealed that student satisfaction ratings and achievement were higher under highly 
seductive, or high delivery, conditions. Students (N = 207) viewed and assigned an effectiveness 
of presentations rating for one of six lectures that varied in content and delivery style. Students 
also completed an achievement test (Ware & Williams, 1975). Variations of content consisted of 
high, medium, and low levels containing 26, 14, and 4 teaching points respectively. An actor 
presented each of these content levels with high and low level delivery behaviors. High delivery 
behaviors consisted of enthusiasm, humor, friendliness, expressiveness, charisma, and 
personality. While ratings differed across content levels for low delivery conditions, ratings 
across content levels for high delivery conditions revealed no differences. Achievement was also 
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higher for students under high delivery conditions. However, a follow-up study yielded similar 
results as ratings for delivery conditions were duplicated. Interestingly, delivery conditions did 
not seem to affect achievement (Williams & Ware, 1976).  
  In music, Hamann, Baker, McAllister, and Bauer (2000) employed a similar 
methodology with four delivery/content conditions: high delivery with good content, high 
delivery with poor content, low delivery with good content, and low delivery with poor content. 
Subjects (n=511) viewed one of two videos containing four scripted teaching episodes. Varying 
degrees of delivery skills centered on posture, eye contact, gestures, facial expression, and vocal 
expression. Results from a questionnaire administered to subjects supported previous research in 
that delivery was rated high regardless of lesson content for all levels of student academic 
standing with graduate students rating effectiveness highest across all delivery/content 
conditions.  
 K. Madsen (2003) investigated accuracy of instruction, delivery, and student 
attentiveness on the evaluation of teaching effectiveness. Subjects grouped by experience level 
(middle school, high school, undergraduate, and experienced teachers) rated eight scripted 
lessons for teaching effectiveness using a 10-point Likert scale and justifying their responses via 
written comments. All groups attended to teacher delivery behaviors more than any other 
variable. Interestingly, middle and high school subjects gave relatively high ratings to a teacher 
demonstrating high delivery while giving inaccurate instruction. Additionally, experienced 






Evaluations of Teacher Effectiveness 
 Yarbrough and K. Madsen (1998) further investigated the evaluation of teacher 
effectiveness in choral rehearsals. Video excerpts focused on the teacher were selected from 
choral rehearsals of two contrasting pieces. Eighty-nine music majors rated the video excerpts 
for 10 characteristics of student and teacher behavior using 10-point Likert scales. The highest 
rated excerpt contained less off-task student behavior, a higher percentage of approvals, more 
eye contact, more activity changes, and shorter mean teacher and student activities (lasting 5 to 6 
seconds) than the lowest rated excerpt. Additionally, a piece effect seemed to occur in that 
excerpts containing rehearsal of the fast tempo piece received higher ratings and excerpts 
containing rehearsal of the slow tempo piece received lower ratings.  
 A subsequent study involving the evaluation of teaching effectiveness in choral 
rehearsals concentrated on the effects of observation focus on the evaluation of teacher and 
student behaviors (Yarbrough & Henley, 1999). In this investigation, music majors from four 
universities viewed videotaped excerpts either focused on the teacher or focused on the students 
and rated both student and teacher behaviors regardless of their respective observation focus. 
Subjects that viewed the teacher focused video excerpts rated the 10 categories of behaviors 
higher than subjects that viewed the student focused video excerpts. Subjects from different 
universities rated the excerpts differently and subjects that viewed the teacher focused video 
excerpts commented on the lack of eye contact and lack of positive facial expressions. The 
highest rated excerpt contained low levels of student off-task behaviors, a high percentage of 
approval, a high student response time, and fast pacing with mean duration of teacher and 
student activities lasting 5 to 6 seconds.    
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 Subjects in a recent study investigating level of experience on evaluations of teacher 
effectiveness evaluated a lesson for teacher effectiveness by determining an overall effectiveness 
rating and by giving a rationale for their rating (Madsen, K. & Cassidy, 2005). Subjects were 
instructed to address accuracy of instruction, teacher delivery, and classroom management 
issues.  Similar to previous research, experienced teachers were more critical when evaluating 
teacher effectiveness than other levels of experience.  
Pacing 
The final component of Madsen’s definition of teacher intensity is pacing and has been 
examined in several different manners. Yarbrough (1988) analyzed rehearsal scripts of band 
directors, choral directors, and the conductor Bruno Walter for pacing by determining the 
duration of teaching episodes. She found that most teaching episodes lasted one or two seconds 
and episodes lasting more than 100 seconds were usually performance related. Studies specific to 
junior and senior high band directors found that teacher talking episodes occurred often and were 
generally brief in duration (Cavitt, 1998; Single, 1990; Witt, 1986; Younger, 1998). In addition, 
graduate and undergraduate music majors evaluated high rates of activity changes to be more 
effective than slower rates (Yarbrough & Madsen, K., 1998). 
Single (1990) investigated pacing by focusing on the frequency and duration of activity 
and the rate of directors’ speech. Data collected from videotapes of four junior and four senior 
high school directors included frequency and duration of performance, lag time, instructional 
talking, other talking, other activities, and number of syllables spoken per second by the director. 
Results indicated that instructional talking occurred more frequently, but was shorter in duration 
(19 seconds) in comparison to performance in which segments were longer (27 seconds) and 
occurred less frequently. Lag time, other talking, and other activities occurred and lasted far less 
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than the other variables examined. In addition, 11 instrumental directors rated the pace, intensity, 
and rate of speech of directors after viewing selected segments of the video. Evaluations revealed 
high positive correlations between observed intensity and pacing, intensity and rate of speech, 
and pacing and rate of speech.  
Duke, Prickett, and Jellison (1998) investigated pace by having novice teachers view a 
total of eight segments of teaching consisting of varying levels of pace. After viewing each 
segment, subjects evaluated pace using a six item semantic differential scale consisting of fast-
slow, appropriate-inappropriate, tense-relaxed, smooth-uneven, too fast-too slow, and good-bad. 
Results showed that subjects evaluated pace more positively when the video consisted of higher 
rates of student performance and teacher activity episodes, and episodes were shorter rather than 
longer. 
Qualitative Methodology 
Although most of the teaching research in music used quantitative methodology, a few 
studies used qualitative methods and one study clearly used both quantitative and qualitative 
research methodologies. Several studies in music education, most of which were investigated 
using a purely qualitative lens, employed interviewing as a means of data collection.  
Adderley, Kennedy, and Berz (2003) used interviews in an inquiry regarding high school 
music classrooms. They completed structured interviews with a total of 60 students who were 
members of a high school band, choir, and orchestra in order to learn more about the subculture 
of each ensemble. Kennedy (2004) employed interviews in order to examine the experience of 
boys with changing voices attending the American Boychoir School. Twenty-seven interviews 
with students were completed during the investigation. Silvey (2005) also used interviews in 
determining three choral student’s perspectives of learning to perform Benjamin Britten’s 
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Rejoice in the Lamb. In this study, the teacher completed three semi-structured interviews and 
each of the students completed one semi-structured interview with the researcher. 
Hendel (1993) used both quantitative and qualitative methods in her study of teaching 
behaviors used by successful elementary school music teachers. Quantitative methods included 
systematic observation analysis of videotaped class meetings. Qualitative methods included 
observation, and interviews with principals, music teachers, and students. Hendel used 
Spradley’s (1979, 1980) methodology for conducting participant observation and interview 
research when collecting and analyzing qualitative data. While the present investigation includes 
examination of student and director perceptions and did not include participant observation, 
Hendel’s (1993) study served as a model for this investigation.  
Given that teaching behaviors such as sequential patterns of instruction, conductor 
magnitude, and teacher intensity have been found to impact learning outcomes, it seems 
appropriate to determine how these behaviors function in the context of daily instrumental 
rehearsals. In addition, examination of the intent and perception of these behaviors would 
contribute to the extant research regarding music teacher effectiveness. Grant and Drafall (1991) 
stated that even though studies have “called on knowledgeable and experienced educators, 
without classroom observation one cannot be certain that the highly rated competencies are those 
used in daily practice” (p. 36). This statement further strengthens the usefulness of this study, as 
examination of verbal and nonverbal behaviors used in daily practice by high school band 
directors is one goal of this study.  
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to document and explore the use and perception 
of verbal and nonverbal teaching behaviors of selected high school band directors. By doing this, 
insights into how these behaviors are perceived by students and directors may be gleaned. The 
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study also aims to provide band directors with recommendations as to the effective use of 
behaviors shown to influence student achievement, attentiveness, and attitude. The primary 
research questions guiding this investigation are: 
1. To what extent do band directors exhibit selected verbal and nonverbal behaviors 
during rehearsals?  
2. How do band directors differ in their use of verbal and nonverbal behaviors? 
3a. What are students’ perceptions of their director’s behaviors?  
3b. Are those perceptions congruent with the perceptions of their directors? While 
research concerning conductor magnitude and intensity has focused on verbal and 
nonverbal behaviors of music teachers, student and director perceptions of these 
behaviors have not been investigated. Knowledge of the perception of these behaviors 
may be useful to music educators in building successful programs.  
4. Do observed classroom events support directors’ perceptions of their behaviors? If 
directors perceive their behavior to be different than what actually occurs in rehearsal, 
their actions may be detrimental rather than beneficial in ensuring efficient 





A multiple case study design was used as a framework for the investigation. By 
comparing the verbal and nonverbal behaviors of multiple band directors, similarities and 
differences were highlighted and may aid other band directors in generalizing to their own 
teaching. Within the multiple case study approach, a Type 4 embedded case study design was 
used (Yin, 2002). Units of analysis included the band directors and their students. Information 
regarding each band program was gathered, such as percentage of students receiving free or 
reduced lunch, and served as a contextual aid.  
  The approach employed to address each research question was predominantly 
quantitative (QUAN) in nature. Qualitative (QUAL) interviews, however, were used in order to 
gain an in-depth and detailed understanding of student and director perceptions. This approach 
was not necessarily consistent with traditional mixed methodological inquiries, as qualitative 
methods did not permeate all portions of the data collection process. All quantitative data were 
collected prior to conducting interviews. Development of interview questions were based on data 
from the quantitative analysis and therefore were gathered in a sequential mixed methodological 
manner (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, 2003).  
By employing techniques from both the quantitative and qualitative tradition, a greater 
level of insight into the verbal and nonverbal behaviors of band directors was attained. This 
study emphasized a QUAN+QUAL approach (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2006) in that the 
quantitative results were emphasized and highlighted with qualitative data. Data collection 
included analysis of videotaped rehearsals, observations, and interviews. Table 2 delineates data 
collection techniques used in answering each research question.  
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Table 2. Description of Data Collection Techniques per Research Question 
Research Question Qualitative Techniques Quantitative Techniques 
R1: To what extent do band 
directors exhibit selected 
verbal and nonverbal teaching 
behaviors during rehearsals? 
 
Analysis of Videotaped  
       Classes: Scripts and  
       Music Conductor Form 
 
R2: How do band directors 
differ in their use of verbal 
and nonverbal behaviors? 
  
Analysis of Videotaped  
       Classes: Scripts and   
       Music Conductor Form 
 
R3a/b: What are students’ 
perceptions of their director’s 
behaviors and are those 
perceptions congruent with the 
perceptions of their directors? 
Student/Teacher Interviews Analysis of Videotaped  
       Classes: Scripts and  
       Music Conductor Form 
Student and Director Rating  
       Sheets 
Student and Director  
       Questionnaire 
R4: Do observed verbal and 
nonverbal behaviors support 
directors’ perceptions of their 
behavior? 
 Analysis of Videotaped  
       Classes: Scripts and  
       Music Conductor Form 
Director Rating Sheets 
 
Sampling Procedures 
 The purposeful sampling procedures employed for selecting band directors in this study 
served a dual purpose. It was important that the directors provide information-rich cases, but in 
addition, they needed to exhibit behaviors typical of successful band directors (Patton, 2002). 
Since multiple case studies of individuals generally range from 6 to 24  (Teddlie and Tashakkori, 
forthcoming; Miles and Huberman, 1994), six high school band directors, three each from two 
distinct areas of the country with a minimum of five years of teaching experience were included 
in the study.  Choosing different geographical locations for investigation allowed for comparison 
of directors’ teaching behaviors. It seemed probable that regional differences could exist due to 
varying student, director, and/or district characteristics. 
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Two regions of the country, East and South, were selected for inclusion in the study. The 
East region consisted of two school districts from the metropolitan Washington, DC area and the 
South region consisted of one school district from southeast Louisiana. Next, recommendations 
were solicited from local music education professors and/or music supervisors as to which 
successful band directors would provide information-rich and typical cases. Since music 
education professors are responsible for the placement of student teachers at area schools, and 
county music supervisors have regular contact with area band directors and programs, it seemed 
logical that they would have first hand knowledge of which band directors would be best suited 
for inclusion in the study. By selecting participants in this manner, the researcher’s incomplete 
knowledge of band directors from each region was not a hindrance to the investigation.  
After receiving recommendations, three band directors from each region were contacted. 
Pseudonyms were assigned to each of the six directors and schools to ensure participant 
anonymity. These six band directors were recognized as “successful” and had over five years of 
teaching experience. No prescribed definition of the term “successful” was given during the 
identification phase. However, none of the professors or supervisors had difficulty in 
recommending possible participants. All of the participants identified by the professors and/or 
supervisors were commended for leading quality and successful band programs.  
Table 3 shows the demographics of participating directors. The directors’ teaching 
experience ranged from 9 to 35 years. Three of the directors had earned master’s degrees, one 
with 30 additional graduate credit hours. The remaining three directors held the minimum of a 
bachelor degree. School populations ranged from approximately 1050 to 2450 students. Students 
receiving free or reduced lunch ranged from 5% to 33%. More detailed descriptions of the 
participating directors and band programs are presented in the next section. 
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Robert 9 years Masters East Franklin 2100 17% 








David 34 years Masters East Hamilton 2450 17% 
Greg 17 years Bachelors South Smithfield 1400 20% 
Susan 26 years Bachelors South Edwards 1050 33% 
Linda 35 years Masters + 30 South Duncan 1400 16% 
 
Initial communication with directors occurred via email and/or telephone and included a 
description of the study, a possible timeline, and a request for their participation. Directors were 
informed that: (a) directors would be videotaped five times during rehearsals of their most 
advanced ensemble, (b) directors and their students would view and rate selected excerpts from 
their respective rehearsals, (c) directors and their students would complete a questionnaire, and 
(d) directors and selected students would be asked to participate in interviews. Once the directors 
responded, their respective principals and school districts were contacted in order to gain access 
to each site.  
Access to the respective schools and band directors occurred through a variety of means 
that complied with district policies for conducting research in each of the counties/parishes 
involved. A total of three districts were contacted, two from the East region and one from the 
South. Each district had various procedures for gaining approval to conduct on-site educational 
research and interact with students. In the East, one district required that an application be sent to 
a “Research Screening Committee” for approval that included information regarding the 
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researcher involved, a letter from the researcher’s major professor, a description of the costs and 
benefits of the study, and a copy of the research proposal including data collection instruments. 
The second district required that an application be sent to the Department of Program Evaluation 
that included a summary of the research proposal, costs and benefits, intrusion upon instructional 
time, and a time line for research activities. The Southern district required approval from the 
Director of Secondary Schools. Only a summary description of the research proposal was needed 
for consideration.  
Approval and specific conditions were received in written form. All districts required an 
agreement on the part of the researcher to comply with federal, state, and school district 
requirements regarding students’ right to privacy and that parental permission be obtained for 
students to participate in the study (see Appendix A). Other conditions included that results be 
shared with participants and copies of the final document be sent to each district. After receiving 
district approval and director consent, parental consent forms were distributed to each school and 
a schedule for data collection was established.  
Table 4 contains demographic information from students that returned consent forms. 
Participating students averaged 16 to 17 years of age across all cases. Most of the participants 
were sophomores, juniors, and seniors, with freshmen ranging from zero to five participants. The 
average number of years spent on their instrument ranged from 5.38 to 6.09 and years enrolled in 




Table 4. Student Participant Demographic Information 
 
Age Years on Instrument Years in Ensemble Grade in School Principal Instrument 
Director  
   (# of students) 








 W.W. Brass Perc. 
Robert  
    (n = 31) 
16.55 (1.26) 14 – 18 5.84 (1.49) 3 – 9 1.68 (.79) 1 – 4  4 7 9 11 14 10 7 
John 
   (n = 43) 
17.05 (.94) 15 – 18  6.09 (1.48) 4 – 9  2.20 (1.09) 1 – 4  1 8 14 20 29 14 0 
David 
   (n = 30) 
16.67 (.84) 15 – 18  5.38 (1.68) 3 – 10  1.83 (1.05) 1 – 4  1 5 14 10 18 9 3 
Greg 
   (n = 43) 
16.80 (1.31) 14 – 19  5.38 (1.51) 2 – 8  2.13 (1.06) 1 – 4  5 7 14 17 23 15 5 
Susan 
   (n = 30) 
16.83 (1.15) 15 – 19  5.63 (1.19) 3 – 7  2.20 (.96) 1 – 4  0 8 11 11 15 11 4 
Linda 
   (n = 38) 





 All six of the participating band directors were selected based on the success of their 
band programs. The following descriptions are intended to provide details regarding each 
director, the band program, and the students enrolled in the band. Again, all participating schools 
and directors were assigned pseudonyms in order to protect their anonymity and comply with 
district policies. Directors are identified throughout the remainder of the document by their 
assigned name. Participants from the East (Band Programs 1, 2, and 3) are described first, 
followed by their counterparts in the South (Band Programs 4, 5, and 6).  
Band Program 1 
Robert is the director at Franklin High School. He is the least experienced of the directors 
represented in this investigation with only nine years of teaching experience. Still, under his 
direction, the band program has received superior ratings at district festival and national 
competitions. Like the other band programs in this investigation, Franklin has a reputation for 
high performing standards. Robert is responsible for teaching the Symphonic Band, Wind 
Ensemble, Concert Band, and Music Theory (A.P. and traditional).  
During this investigation, the music facilities are undergoing renovation, but at the time 
classes are still meeting in their regular spaces. Rehearsal rooms are located in their own wing of 
the school and include a band room and a room shared by the chorus and orchestra. One large 
storage room is adjacent to the band room as are several practice rooms. Robert’s office is 
located off a hallway leading to the band room. The band room has built-in risers that face the 
main entrance. Shelving on the walls contains various trophies and awards earned by the band 
throughout its existence and during Robert’s term as director. A chalkboard is located on a wall 
near the door and can easily be viewed from the risers.  
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Franklin’s schedule is based on a hybrid block schedule. Classes meet for 90-minutes 
every other day. However, there is a built in hour long period that rotates through the eight 
regular classes. As the embedded period is rotated through the regular block classes, an 
additional 60 minutes of rehearsal time is gained. The maximum total rehearsal time for each 
week is 330 minutes. 
Overall, the band program has 112 members. Members of the Symphonic Band, the most 
advanced performing ensemble at Franklin, equal 40. While the majority of members in the 
Symphonic Band are sophomores, juniors, and seniors, six are freshmen. Membership is earned 
through an audition process. Thirty-three of the 40 members are taking private lessons outside of 
class. Robert describes his students’ backgrounds as upper-middle class and believes they have 
great potential to become fine musicians. Rehearsal time is spent working on Four Scottish 
Dances by Malcolm Arnold, Gallant Seventh by John Philip Sousa, and La boutique fantasque 
by Gioacchino Rossini.  
Band Program 2 
 John is in his sixth year as the band director at Mount Blanc High School. Approximately 
140 students are members of the band program. The band program has a tradition of excellence 
and, under a previous director, was awarded the Sudler Flag of Honor. Bands receiving this 
prestigious award go through a nomination and selection process based on their musical 
excellence. Under John’s direction, the Mount Blanc High School Band continues to perform at a 
high level. John is also an active member of district, state, and national band and music 
organizations. He was featured recently in School Band and Orchestra Magazine’s report on “50 
Directors Who Make a Difference.” John is responsible for directing the Wind Symphony, 
Mount Blanc’s top performing ensemble, Symphonic Band, Instrument Techniques, and Jazz 
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Band. While the concert ensembles include percussionists, they meet as a separate class taught 
by an adjunct instructor. John also serves as the Performing Arts Department Chair.  
 The music facilities at Mount Blanc are contained in a separate wing of the school and 
include a band rehearsal room, orchestra rehearsal room, and choral rehearsal room. Several 
offices, storage, and practice rooms are also located within the music wing. The band rehearsal 
room itself is a rather small rectangular room for the large number of students in the band. 
During full band rehearsals, the set up encompasses the entire room with a small walkway at the 
front. This makes moving through the band very difficult for the director and students. John’s 
office and music library are located just off the band room as are storage rooms and a hallway 
containing practice rooms. Mounted on the walls of the band room are banners containing the 
names of their recent marching band shows, the Sudler Flag, a clock, and bulletin and 
chalkboards. 
Mount Blanc’s schedule is an A-B Block schedule with an embedded class. The Wind 
Symphony, the ensemble selected for participation in this investigation, meets every other day 
for 90 minutes. The regular schedule is augmented during festival preparation. Once a week the 
band breaks into sectionals for the first hour of rehearsal. During this time, adjunct instructors 
provide instruction to the band members that would not be possible in a large group setting. In 
addition to sectionals, regular evening rehearsals are also scheduled during festival preparation, 
allowing the percussionist to rehearse with the other band members.  
Ensemble membership is earned through an audition. Membership is comprised 
predominantly of upperclassmen. Only one to two highly excelled freshmen are enrolled in the 
class. Ninety to 95% of the band members in Wind Symphony receive private instruction from 
local musicians. John’s students are from upper-middle class families where funding music 
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lessons and materials are not an issue. He describes his students as being very musical. 
Academically, they span a wide range of abilities but the majority are highly capable and some 
are National Merit Scholars.  
As an ensemble, the Wind Symphony participates in four to five concerts per year and 
consistently earns several top honors at area and national competitions. They receive superior 
ratings at district festival and are a designated State Honor Band. The Wind Symphony is 
preparing John Philip Sousa’s Royal Welch Fusiliers, Joaquín Turnina’s La Procession du Rocio 
(arr. Reed), and Frank Tichelli’s Symphony No. 2.  
Band Program 3 
The final director from the East region, David, has taught music at all levels over his 34-
year career and is an active adjudicator. He has been the director of bands at Hamilton High 
School since the school’s inception 16 years ago. Along with serving as department chair, David 
is responsible for teaching Advanced Band, Intermediate Band, Beginning Band (9
th
 grade), and 
Music Theory. There are approximately 100 students in the band program. They consistently 
receive superior ratings at both Marching and Concert Band Festival and are a designated State 
Honor Band. In addition to being an Honor Band, the group has several other awards and honors 
on the state and national level. 
Trophies from the current year’s band sit on a table at the front of the band room. The 
room is located in the music wing of the high school and has two large storage closets and a 
large instrument storage room. Looking into the band room from a large window is David’s 
office. It is located in a hallway that connects the band room to other rehearsal space, 
classrooms, offices, and storage rooms.  
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One difficulty that David deals with concerns the schedule for the advanced band. The 
school is on an A-B block schedule and the Advanced Band meets during the block in which 
lunch breaks are scheduled. The class meets for approximately 25 minutes, breaks for lunch, and 
then resumes rehearsal for the remaining 60 minutes. While this certainly causes a disruption, 
David learned to work around the schedule in order to have productive rehearsals. Fifty-five 
members of the band program perform with the Advanced Band. Only eight of those students 
take private lessons. At the time of this investigation, David rehearses two of the three pieces 
they will perform for festival: March Grandioso by Roland F. Seitz, and Persistence by Richard 
Saucedo.  
Band Program 4 
Smithfield High School’s band director, Greg, is in his 17
th
 year of teaching. His 
responsibilities include the Wind Symphony, Instrumental Techniques, and co-teaching the 
Concert Band. Greg is recognized for teaching excellence as the recipient of a Bandmaster of the 
Year Award from a state university. He is regularly asked to serve as an adjudicator for area 
competitions. The band program has a reputation for being one of the most outstanding band 
programs in the state and is successful at the national level as well.  
The band room is located in a central area of the school’s open campus. The main 
entrance is located under a dimly lit covered concrete walkway. The large rectangular room has a 
number of adjacent rooms including percussion storage, director offices, music library, and 
uniform storage. At the front of the room is the director’s podium. Mounted on the wall behind it 
is a dry erase board. On top of instrument storage shelves spanning a side wall are a multitude of 
trophies. The band meets in this room on a daily basis for 90 minutes.  
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Of the approximately 155 students enrolled in the band program, 60 of them are members 
of the Wind Symphony, Smithfield’s top performing ensemble. Members go through an audition 
process prior to enrolling in the class. Most are from middle class families and few take private 
lessons. Currently, the Wind Symphony is preparing Vaclav Nelhybel’s Symphonic Movement, 
Vincent Persichetti’s Divertimento for Band, and J. S. Bach’s Come Sweet Death.  
Band Program 5 
Susan is in her 5
th
 year as the band director at Edwards High School. Susan is the 
recipient of honors such as “Teacher of the Year,” “Bandmaster of the Year,” and “Band 
Director of the Year” from her school, alma mater, and honorary music fraternity, respectively. 
She is the conductor of a regional youth orchestra, an honor band clinician, and adjudicator. 
Under her direction, the Edwards band program continues a tradition of excellence and earns top 
honors at state and national festivals. She directs the Symphonic Winds, Percussion Ensemble, 
and co-directs the jazz band and marching band.  
Edwards’ band room is located in a detached building connected to the rest of the school 
via a covered concrete walkway. A recently built music building houses separate band and choir 
rooms and contains new furnishings. The band room is spacious with several practice rooms 
along the back wall and two offices, a music library and storage rooms along the front wall. The 
band’s tradition of excellence is evident in the trophies covering the back wall.  
There are 120 members in the band program. Membership is made up of students from a 
wide variety of backgrounds. Most are from blue-collar homes. Few take private lessons. The 
Symphonic Winds, the band participating in this investigation, has approximately 50 members 
and meets for 90 minutes on a daily basis. Compositions being prepared for festival performance 
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are Russian Christmas Music by Alfred Reed, Washington Grays March by Claudio S. Grafulla, 
and Ricercare by Jack Stamp. 
Band Program 6 
Duncan High School is the newest high school in its school district. Since its opening five 
years ago, the band program has been under the direction of Linda. She is the most experienced 
director in this study, having taught for a total of 35 years. Also, she holds the most degrees, a 
bachelors and masters +30. Linda has achieved a reputation for being a superb band director on 
the state and national level. She has been honored with the state’s Bandmaster of the Year award, 
received a music fraternity Bandmaster of the Year award, and perhaps most notably, was 
inducted into the John Philip Sousa Foundation’s Bandworld Legion of Honor. She is in demand 
as a clinician and adjudicator, conducts the area’s community band, and performs with a local 
jazz ensemble. At Duncan, Linda teaches courses in Guitar, AP Theory, Jazz Band, Piano, and 
Concert Band.  
The band’s rehearsal space is located in a building separate from other classrooms but 
adjacent to the school’s gym and locker rooms. The band room is a large rectangular room with 
offices, large storage rooms, and practice rooms directly off the main space. Classes meet on a 
traditional seven period 50-minute schedule. The back wall is lined with instrument storage 
shelves and a jazz band set up is located in a back corner.  
Of the 170 students in the band program, 65 are in the top band. They participate in at 
least four concerts every year. Membership includes high achieving students to students dealing 
with financial hardship. The majority of students do not receive private instruction. Linda 
estimates that 80-90% of students graduating from the band program stay active in music 
through participation in area and college music groups. Currently the band is rehearsing At the 
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Strongholds of En Gedi by David Holsinger, Amparito Roca by Jaime Texidor, and Sunrise at 
Angel’s Gate by Philip Sparke.  
Preliminary Data Collection 
Data collection occurred in two stages. The first was a preliminary stage that included 
videotaping rehearsals. Collection of videotapes was followed by a preliminary analysis. Both 
preliminary stages are described below. A case study protocol (Yin, 2002) was used so that 
identical steps were followed across cases (see Table 5). The case study protocol helped in 
structuring school visits. 
Table 5. Case Study Protocol 
Phase I To Be Done at Site:                                          To Be Done after Visit: 
     Day 1 Videotape instructional portion of class 
Acclimation period (not included in 
the analysis) 
     Day 2 Videotape instructional portion of class  Script videotape/nonverbal analysis 
     Day 3 Videotape instructional portion of class Script videotape/nonverbal analysis 
     Day 4 Videotape instructional portion of class Script videotape/nonverbal analysis 
     Day 5 Videotape instructional portion of class 
Script videotape/nonverbal analysis 
Complete scripting/select segments 
Phase II 
     Day 1 
Video segment viewing/Questionnaire     
       (whole/small group) 
Begin entering data  
     Day 2 
Video segment viewing/Questionnaire  
       (small group) 
Student interviews (whole group) 
Continue entering data/analyses 
     Day 3 
Student interviews (whole group) 
Video segment viewing/Questionnaire  
       (small group) 
Continue entering data/analyses 
     Day 4 Student interviews Continue entering data/analyses 
     Day 5 
Teacher/Student interviews 
Teacher video segment viewing  
Teacher questionnaire 





During the initial phase of data collection, videotapes of directors’ teaching were taken 
during meetings of their top performing ensemble class. Five rehearsals were videotaped for each 
director. This allowed for the establishment of typical nonverbal and verbal director behaviors, 
as the resulting video was intended to be a representative sample of the director’s teaching.  
Videotaping took place on days when no classroom interruptions were scheduled (i.e. a fire drill, 
testing, etc).  
All six of the participating band directors were preparing their ensembles for participation 
in their local district and/or state festivals while videotaping occurred. Directors in the East were 
videotaped first and therefore, included rehearsals from the first few weeks of their festival 
preparation. Videotaping in the South occurred immediately following completion of 
videotaping in the East. Difficulties in scheduling individual directors for videotaping revolved 
around each band program’s rehearsal and performance schedule. Five of the six schools met on 
one of two types of a 90-minute block schedules including a 4 by 4 block or an imbedded block. 
The remaining school met on a traditional seven period 50-minute schedule. Acquisition of 
videotapes from all six directors transpired over a period of six weeks. 
Two Canon ZR-70 digital video cameras were used when recording at each site. Both 
cameras were assembled towards the back center of the band rooms. One camera captured an 
overall picture of the director. The second camera captured an up close picture of the director’s 
face from the shoulder up. After each rehearsal was recorded, the cameras were connected to an 
Apple iBook G3 900MHz laptop via a firewire cable. Rehearsal videos were transferred to the 
iBook laptop and exported to a Quicktime file using Apple iMovie software. All movie files 
were then copied and burned to compact disk for subsequent analysis. 
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Preliminary Data Analysis 
In order to allow students and directors to acclimate to the videotaping process, the first 
videotaped rehearsal for each director was not included in the analysis portion of the study. Also, 
in an attempt to control for class length, videotaped segments consisted only of instructional 
portions of rehearsal (see Table 6). Therefore, general announcements and warm-up portions of 
class were not included in any preliminary or final analyses of the videotaped rehearsals.  
Preliminary analysis included scripting verbatim the instructional portions of each 
rehearsal. Scripting consisted of listening to each rehearsal and notating the dialogue that 
occurred between each director and their respective students as well as student actions. Timing 
for each scripted segment was also notated. This process resulted in 309 total pages of script.  
Table 6. Number of Included Minutes per Rehearsal 
School Rehearsal Number Total 
Name 2 3 4 5 Minutes 
Mount Blanc 43 58 67 54 222 
Franklin 50 57 54 57 218 
Hamilton 50 40 55 63 208 
Edwards 40 52 46 62 200 
Smithfield 53 56 49 38 196 
Duncan 37 41 32 86 196 
Note. Seconds were rounded to nearest full minute. 
Data Collection 
In Phase Two, students and directors viewed and rated selected excerpts from their 
respective rehearsals. They responded to a questionnaire, and they were interviewed. This 
portion of the investigation was completed after the bands had participated in district festivals. In 
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four of the cases, student evaluations of teacher behavior occurred in small groups of three to 14 
students. Data collection took place in large instrument storage rooms adjacent to the band room. 
In the remaining two cases, data was collected as a single group in the band room. Case 
descriptions were developed for each of the six directors and bands using both the quantitative 
and qualitative data collection techniques described below. 
Teaching Behavior Evaluation 
Directors and students were asked to view selected segments of rehearsal video and 
indicate their perception of the director’s verbal and nonverbal behaviors. This approach was 
modeled after the methodology used by Yarbrough and Madsen (1998) in which university 
music majors rated teaching in seven selected excerpts from choral rehearsals. Rating occurred 
through the use of ten point Likert scales for the following characteristics: Use of rehearsal time, 
musicianship, accuracy of instruction, student attentiveness, student performance quality, overall 
teaching effectiveness, enthusiasm, intensity, pacing, and personality. The present investigation 
also used ten Likert scales. However, given their possible lack of knowledge regarding 
appropriate musical instruction, it seemed unlikely that high school students would have the 
ability to accurately rate items such as accuracy of instruction. It also seemed inappropriate for 
the students to rate their director’s musicianship and personality. Therefore, this investigation 
focused on the following verbal and nonverbal characteristics: Use of rehearsal time, pacing, 
presentation of information, musical information, feedback, verbal clarity, use of voice, 
conducting, enthusiasm, and overall teaching effectiveness. Appendix B contains the evaluation 




Segments were selected using criterion and typical sampling (Patton, 2002). Criteria for 
selection included that (a) each rehearsal be represented, (b) each piece being rehearsed be 
represented, (c) the behaviors be typical of the director, (d) a variety of teaching types be 
represented across excerpts, and (e) although this study did not control for director behavior, a 
variety of verbal and nonverbal behaviors be present across selected excerpts. Teaching types 
included drill, structured practice, and concept/illustration. Table 7 contains the operational 
definitions for each teaching type. Following segment selection, three experts viewed and 
validated each segment in regards to teaching type. The experts were given compact discs 
containing all of the selected segments and a form indicating which teaching type was displayed. 
Experts were instructed to indicate their agreement or disagreement with the predetermined 
teaching type. After fine-tuning the definitions, the experts agreed unanimously that the teacher 
types adequately demonstrated the predetermined teaching type for each segment. 
Table 7. Teaching Type Operational Definitions 
Teaching Type Definition 
Drill 
Short segment of music that is repeated with little to no 
instruction being given by the teacher. 
Structured Practice 
Longer segment of music that has been identified as a target. 
May include the break down and build up of said target with 
accompanying instruction (Duke, 1994). 
Concept/Illustration 
Instruction that includes use of metaphor, imagery, concept 
building so that students understanding and knowledge is 
broadened (Blocher, Greenwood, & Shellahamer, 1997).   
 
Scripts from the preliminary data analysis portion of the study were used in identifying 
segments for inclusion in this portion of the investigation. Viewing the scripts allowed for 
efficient identification of teaching type and since the scripts included timing of events, excerpt 
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length was easily determined. When possible, segments included target presentation and 
achievement, however, due to the naturalistic nature of the study achievement of the presented 
target did not occur consistently. The final factor in segment selection was total segment length. 
Participants’ ability to attend to segments longer than two to three minutes was questionable. 
Also, it was imperative that the length of the overall evaluation process took as little instructional 
time as possible due to district time restrictions for students missing class. Therefore, directors 
were promised that the entire process would not take longer than 30 minutes per group of 
students.  
A field study was conducted in order to provide the researcher with information 
regarding the overall procedure of viewing and evaluating video segments. A stimulus video was 
created using the identical iMovie software and Apple iBook 900MHz laptop used in transferring 
the rehearsal video to compact disk. The video contained four segments of a band director’s 
teaching ranging in length from 49 to 160 seconds. Each rehearsal segment was assigned a 
number that corresponded to one page of the Teaching Behavior Evaluation Sheet (i.e. “Segment 
1,” “Segment 2,” etc.). This number appeared over a blacked out screen for five seconds prior to 
fading into the rehearsal segment. Immediately following the rehearsal segment, a fade out 
occurred and a second blacked out screen appeared containing the word “Evaluate,” which 
indicated when to fill out the evaluation sheet. This was repeated for each segment resulting in a 
composite video lasting nine minutes and forty-one seconds. The video was exported and burned 
to a compact disc.  
Six senior students enrolled in band from a local high school participated in the field test. 
After conveying the purpose of the field study, participants were given four copies of the 
Teaching Behavior Evaluation Sheet, one corresponding to each rehearsal segment. After 
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participants indicated that they understood the definitions and prompt questions for each of the 
evaluative characteristics, stimulus video viewing began. The video was displayed through 
Quicktime software on an Apple iBook laptop connected to an Epson PowerLite projector. A 
threefold white project board was used as a projection screen and allowed for effortless transport.  
Ratings for each of the behaviors ranged from three to ten on the Likert scales. Verbal 
discourse following the viewing and rating session resulted in the lengthening of the 30-second 
evaluation period to 60-seconds. Participants indicated that it was fairly difficult to maintain 
attention throughout the segment lasting 160 seconds. They also felt the total length of the 
stimulus video was not an issue.  
Videos used in the present study were created in the same manner as described above and 
included seven to nine rehearsal segments. Total video lengths ranged from 19:15 to 23:33. In an 
attempt to control for presentation effects, segments were presented in random order. Therefore, 
compact discs for the four schools in which small groups were tested contained several randomly 
ordered versions of the stimulus video. All students who returned a consent form viewed and 
rated videotaped teaching segments only of their respective director. Below is a script containing 
directions for students viewing the teaching segments.  
The focus of this study is to determine how you perceive certain behaviors your band 
director uses in rehearsal. You are going to view segments of your director’s teaching. I 
would like you to assess the following teacher behaviors: how s/he uses rehearsal time, 
his/her musicianship skills, his/her enthusiasm level, his/her pacing of the lesson, his/her 
verbal clarity, his/her conducting, his/her teaching intensity, and his/her overall teaching 
effectiveness. After viewing each segment, you will have 60 seconds to circle the number 
that best describes your perception of each teaching behavior.  
 
Students were given the opportunity to ask questions regarding the ten characteristics in case 
clarification was needed. The evaluation sheet also included a prompt question for each 
characteristic to aid students in accurately rating their director’s behavior. Directors viewed their 
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respective video segments in an identical process with two modifications; the script and prompt 
questions reflected their viewpoint, and evaluation occurred alone.  
Questionnaire 
 Following the teacher behavior evaluation, all directors and participating students were 
administered a questionnaire containing 22 verbal and nonverbal behavior statements. 
Statements 1-15 were developed using the lists of approval and disapproval responses found on 
pages 182-197 of Teaching/Discipline (Madsen & Madsen, 1983). Categories of responses 
included words, physical expressions, closeness, activities, and things. Items for inclusion were 
selected based upon their relevance to high school aged students. Statements 16-22 were 
developed based upon behaviors described by Madsen and Yarbrough (1985) that were included 
in the nonverbal analysis segment of this study. The response scale consisted of a five point 
Likert-type scale ranging from 0 – Never to 4 – Very Often. Directors and participating students 
were instructed to circle the number for each statement that best reflected their perception.  
Appendix C contains the student and director versions of the questionnaire. The director 
version of the questionnaire was virtually identical to the student version with the single 
modification of beginning each item with a first person statement such as “I use a variety of body 
movements…” Students from the field test also viewed the questionnaire to ensure their 
understanding of each statement. All six participants indicated they understood the statements on 
the questionnaire.  
Interviews  
For the present investigation, interviews regarding the perception of directors’ verbal and 
nonverbal behaviors were completed with all directors and a sample of students from the teacher 
behavior evaluation portion of the investigation. Maximum variation and typical sampling 
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(Patton, 2002) were used to identify students for participation in interviews. Students indicating 
varying levels of low, average, and/or high ratings on their Teacher Behavior Evaluation Sheets 
were selected. Interviews continued until data saturation was reached (Kvale, 1996). Table 8 
contains the number of students interviewed by rating category.  
Table 8. Total Number of Student Interviews per Rating Type 
 Scores  
School Low Average High Total 
Mount Blanc 2 1 2 5 
Franklin 2 2 2 6 
Hamilton 1 4 2 7 
Edwards 1 2 2 5 
Smithfield 2 2 1 5 
Duncan 1 2 2 5 
 
Interview questions were developed using Spradley’s (1979) approach and were based on 
the verbal and nonverbal behaviors observed during rehearsals. Spradley’s approach outlines a 
twelve-step process beginning with selection of informants and concluding with written 
presentation of emergent themes. Descriptive, structural, and contrast questions were included in 
the protocol as prescribed by Spradley.  
For this investigation, a semi-structured interview approach (Shank, 2006) was used in 
the hopes that responses to questions could be investigated further if deemed appropriate or 
enlightening. An interview protocol was used for both director and student interviews (see 
Appendix D). Selected students and directors were interviewed on an individual basis. 
Permission to tape record each interview was obtained from all participants with the exception of 
one. Resulting audiotapes were used to ensure reliability of notes taken during each interview. In 
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order to create a more complete record for the interviewee who did not give permission to be 
taped, particularly detailed notes were taken during his interview. All tapes were transcribed 
verbatim in order to aid in the analysis process.
One major factor in interviewing students was the amount of time participating school 
districts and band directors would allow for contact with their students. Since this investigation 
included students viewing video excerpts as well as participating in interviews, every effort was 
made to make both activities occur in a reasonable amount of time. Student interviews were 
approximately 20 to 40 minutes in length. Duration of interviews with the band directors were 
not limited by district policies and, therefore, lasted between 60 and 90 minutes.  
Reliability 
Inter-observer reliability was established for all quantitative data resulting from 
videotaped observation used in the study. An independent observer analyzed 20% of the video 
containing each director in rehearsal and included reliability for sequential patterns of 
instruction, the music conductor form (per block), and eye contact (per second and occurrence). 
Reliability was established using the formula: agreements divided by the sum of agreements plus 
disagreements (Madsen & Madsen, 1983, p. 274). A kappa coefficient was also calculated to 
ensure stringent results (Cohen, 1960). Percentage agreement reliability for sequential patterns of 
instruction equaled 90%. The Cohen’s Kappa coefficient in regards to sequential patterns was 
.83. Reliability for the Music Conductor Observation Form was 90% (percentage agreement) and 
.80 (Cohen’s Kappa).  Eye contact percentage agreement and Cohen’s Kappa was 94% and .88, 
respectively. An independent observer also analyzed 50% of the video segments included in the 
evaluation portion of the study in order to establish reliability for director behaviors. Reliability 
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coefficients for the selected video excerpts were 86% (percentage agreement) and .74 (Cohen’s 
Kappa). Results show a high level of reliability.  
 Trustworthiness was established using member checks for the interview portion of the 
investigation and use of a case study protocol. Participants were given the opportunity to review 
and revise their answers to interview questions (Stake, 1995). After interviews were analyzed, 
conclusions were shared with directors and band members who participated in the interview 
process. Participants were given one week to review their case data and inform the researcher of 
any misconstrued data. All member checks occurred prior to completion of the cross-case 
analysis.  
Data Analysis 
 Scripts of each rehearsal from the preliminary data analysis phase were used to analyze 
directors’ verbal behaviors and pacing. Scripts were analyzed for all components of sequential 
patterns of instruction (teacher presentation, student performance, and teacher feedback), time 
spent in each component, pattern types (basic complete, simple extended, complex extended, and 
incomplete), and ratios of approval/disapproval and specific/nonspecific feedback. In addition to 
sequential patterns of instruction, directors’ use of fillers was examined by counting the number 
of occurrences during instructional periods. Fillers were defined as any distracting verbal 
mannerism, such as “OK,” that was not intended as reinforcement (Prickett, 1987). Frequency 
counts and duration of each component of sequential patterns of instruction, and frequency of 
filler use were calculated and subsequently converted to percentages in order to compare use 
across cases. 
 For this investigation, pacing was defined as “changes in focus of activity between teacher 
and students” (Yarbrough, Dunn, & Baird, 1996, p. 14). The scripts were used to determine the 
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number of activity changes for each rehearsal. Time spent in teacher versus student activity was 
also calculated.  
The Quicktime video files created during the preliminary data collection portion were 
used during the analysis of nonverbal behaviors and voice topography including proximity, 
conducting gestures, body movement, facial expressions, speech speed, voice volume, voice 
pitch, and eye contact. A modified version of the Music Conductor Observation Form (Madsen 
& Yarbrough, 1985; Yarbrough, 1973, 1975) was used to analyze for conducting gestures, body 
movement, and facial expressions. Modifications to the form included the elimination of 
“Activity” and “Eye Contact” categories. Operational definitions for all included categories can 
be found in Table 9. The modified version of the Music Conductor Observation Form appears in 
Appendix E.  
Table 9. Music Conductor Nonverbal Operational Definitions  
Proximity O – Off podium. Standing off podium, walking through band. Several  
occurrences could be noted only once per interval. 
P – On podium. Standing/Sitting on podium. 
Body 
Movement 
A – Approaching group. Motion can be side to side, leaning in direction of  
group at 45° angle. Several occurrences could be noted only once per interval. 
D – Departure from group. Usually a return to a central position behind  
music stand. Leaning backwards. Several occurrences should be noted only once 
per interval. 
S – Stationary. Conductor stays behind music stand or stands still. Mark “S” only 
if conductor is stationary for entire interval. 
Conducting 
Gestures 
S – Strict. Conductor moves hands and arms in strict beat pattern. No variation in  
size of pattern.  
E – Expressive. Any deviation from strict beat pattern for purposes of indicating  
dynamics, phrasing, etc. Variations in size of pattern. 












A – Conductor’s face expresses approval by smiling, grinning, raised eyebrows,  
winking, opening and widening eyes, nodding head up and down. 
D – Conductor’s face expresses disapproval by frowning, knitted eyebrows, 
looking at ceiling, smirking, wrinkling mouth, squinting eyes, wrinkling forehead 
or nose, puckering lips, grimacing, tightening jaw or lips, twisted side of mouth,  
raising lips. 
N – Conductor’s face is neutral mask. No expressions that can be interpreted as 
approval/disapproval. No frowns, smiles, etc. Mark “N” only if expression is  
neutral for the entire interval. 
Speech 
Speed 
S – Steady. Constant flow of words without pause or repetition. Also, one word  
commands or reinforcements, e.g. “Good.” 
H – Hesitant. Pausing between words, use of fillers. 
R – Repetitive. Repetition of words or phrases, i.e. “That’s it basses, that’s it,” or 
“page 24…page 24.” 
Voice Pitch L – Low. The conductor is speaking in the lowest register. 
V – Variable. Varying from high to low pitches so that it is impossible to  
categorize the entire interval as either high or low. 




S – Soft. Whispering. Barely audible. 
N – Normal speaking voice. 
L – Loud. Shouting above group or giving loud approvals, disapprovals, or 
instructions. 
 
In order to complete the analysis of nonverbal behaviors, the researcher created a digital 
sound file as prescribed by Madsen and Yarbrough (1985). The sound file was generated using 
Audacity version 1.2.3 and contained the researcher’s voice stating times to observe and record 
behaviors. Duration of intervals lasted 10 seconds for observation and 5 seconds for recording 
behaviors observed during the partial interval analysis. Two viewings of each instructional class 
session were needed in order to accurately assess directors’ nonverbal behaviors. The video 
containing an overall view of the director was used in analysis of nonverbal behaviors and 
constituted the first viewing. Facial expression and voice topography was completed during the 
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second viewing using the video containing the up close view of the director’s face. Frequency 
counts and percentages of individual behaviors within each category were calculated. 
An Excel spreadsheet was used in the analysis of eye contact and time spent on or off 
podium for each of the four rehearsals per director. Each Quicktime file containing the up close 
view of each director’s face was used to determine the number of seconds spent in eye contact. 
Categories and operational definitions for analysis of eye contact appear in Table 10. Each 
second of Quicktime video contained 15 frames. By using the left and right arrow keys on the 
iBook laptop, the exact time of eye contact change was determined. The time and category was 
then notated on the Excel spreadsheet. Seconds spent viewing the group/individuals, music, and 
other were tallied and percentages determined. Time spent on or off podium was determined in 
the identical manner using the Quicktime video containing the overall view of the director.
Table 10. Eye Contact Categories and Definitions 
Category Operational Definition 
Group/ 
Individual 
Conductor is looking at entire group, section, or individual. 
Music Conductor is looking at music. 
Other 
Conductor is looking at something other than group, individuals, or music, (e.g., 
ceiling or floor) 
 
Interview Analysis 
  Interview responses were analyzed using the process outlined by Spradley (1979). The 
purpose of the process is to gain cultural meaning through the use of a Developmental Research 
Sequence. There are four main analyses within the Spradley approach: domain analysis, 
taxonomic analysis, componential analysis, and theme analysis. Each is briefly discussed below.  
The creation of domains occurs by identifying terms from the verbatim transcripts and 
grouping them based on their overall meaning. Domains are expressed through the semantic 
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relationships of included terms to an all-encompassing cover term. Table 11 provides a sample 
domain analysis created during the investigation process. Structure within a domain is then 
highlighted through taxonomic analysis (see Figure 1). This type of analysis allows for differing 
levels within a domain to be seen. The third analysis type, componential analysis, allows the 
researcher to discover meaning through the attributes associated with the culture. Similarities and 
differences are highlighted during this stage of analysis. In some ways, this type of analysis 
allows the uniqueness of each case to emerge. Appendix F and G contain the componential 
analyses of both teacher and student interview questions which were used in the investigation to 
discover similarities and differences among participants. Finally, theme analysis links domains 
together in order to identify cultural meaning. In this investigation, results from theme analysis 



























Table 11. Sample Domain Analysis  
 
Robert/Franklin High School 
Semantic Relationship: Attribute of 
Form: X is an attribute of Y 
Example: Precise is an instructional attribute of Robert 
 
Included Terms Semantic Relationship Cover Term 
Student Perceptions 
     Disciplined 
     On-task 
     Descriptive 
     Honest 
     Precise 
     Entertaining 
     Variable 
     Moody 
     Knowledgeable 
     Different 
     Intense 
     Close-minded 
     Motivational 
     Comical 
     Repetitious 
     Direct 
     Dynamic 
     Ambiguous 
     Distant 
 
Teacher Perceptions       
     Direct 
     Quick 
     Energetic 
     Efficient 
     Prescriptive 
     Variable 
     Task-oriented 
     Goal-oriented 
 














       
 Literature Selection       Conducting  Non-Conducting            Academic       Feedback       Social     Paperwork 
 
 
            
 
 
      Score Study Gesture     Body          Facial                     Demeanor          Fillers          Catch 
      Movement Affect            Phrases 
 





The purpose of this study was threefold. First, I aimed to document, contrast, and 
compare the verbal and nonverbal behaviors selected high school band directors exhibit during 
rehearsals. Next, I wanted to determine directors’ perceptions of their respective behaviors and if 
classroom events supported those perceptions. Finally, I intended to determine the perceptions of 
each director’s students and if those perceptions were congruent with their respective director’s 
perception.  
Six successful high school band directors were videotaped during the instructional 
portion of five rehearsals of their top performing ensembles. Four of the rehearsals were included 
in the analysis process. Systematic observation data representing director evaluation consisted of 
(1) frequencies and percentages of body movement, conducting gestures, facial expressions, 
speech speed, voice pitch, voice volume, eye contact, filler use, and time spent on and off 
podium, (2) frequency and time of each component within task presentation, student response, 
and teacher reinforcement, and (3) instructional pacing measured in number of seconds spent in 
teacher talk and student response, frequency of activity changes, mean length of activities, 
frequency and mean length of teacher and student activity.  Data collected regarding student and 
director perceptions included (1) numerical ratings from each of the ten point Likert scales on the 
Teacher Behavior Evaluation Sheet per video segment, (2) numerical ratings from each of the 22 
items appearing on the Teaching Behavior Questionnaire, and (3) qualitative data from student 





Verbal and Nonverbal Behaviors 
Research questions one and two concerned the verbal and nonverbal behaviors of the 
selected band directors during rehearsals and how they differed. Results were calculated by 
averaging the behaviors across four videotaped rehearsals per director. Reporting of the results is 
organized by presentation of verbal behaviors followed by nonverbal behaviors. Verbal results 
included task presentation percentages, sequential pattern percentages, distribution of time spent 
in pattern components and teacher versus student behavior, reinforcement patterns, 
reinforcement ratios, and filler use. Results regarding nonverbal behaviors included attributes of 
conductor magnitude, eye contact percentages and frequencies, and pacing characteristics.  
Sequential Patterns of Instruction 
Results regarding presentation task types used by these band directors appear in Table 12. 
Across all cases, directors gave more directions than any other category of task presentation 
followed by academic task presentations. Additionally, direction tasks totaled over 50% of the 
presentation types with the exception of one case. Directions were given to indicate who and 
where to begin playing and to control other musical activities. Few directions were given to 
manage student behavior. On average, academic presentations represented no more than a 
quarter of the presentation tasks. Combining question and academic presentations still resulted in 
more directions being given with the exception of one director. No major differences among 
presentation patterns due to region were found.  
 No major regional differences were found regarding reinforcement patterns of these band 
directors (see Table 13). As a group, all were more disapproving (66%) than approving (34%) 
and gave more specific reinforcement (69%) than non-specific (31%). Two directors were 
outliers. Susan was highly approving (44%), of which most were non-specific (32%). She is 
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Table 12. Presentation Percentages of High School Band Directors 
 East South Group 
Presentation 
     Percentages 
John Robert David Susan Greg Linda Mean 
Academic 24.80 26.29 23.14 25.56 22.89 20.63 24.48 
Questioning 6.86 22.34 2.87 3.43 17.17 14.81 11.41 
Direction 59.91 40.89 65.71 68.28 53.65 56.07 58.86 
Social/Off-task 8.42 10.48 8.27 2.72 6.29 8.31 7.62 
Note. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.  
Table 13. Reinforcement Pattern Percentages of High School Band Directors 
East  South  Group 
Reinforcement 
     Percentages 
John Robert David Susan Greg Linda Average 
Approval 36 32 25 44 32 36 34 
     Specific 17 11 5 12 13 14 12 
     Non-Specific 19 21 20 32 19 22 22 
Disapproval 64 68 75 56 68 64 66 
     Specific 53 61 57 53 61 54 57 
     Non-Specific 11 7 18 3 7 10 9 
Note. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
employed at the school with the highest percentage of students receiving free and/or reduced 
lunch, which is one indicator of students’ socioeconomic status. On the other extreme, David 
was highly disapproving (75%), and gave the most non-specific disapprovals (18%). All 
directors used disapproval without indicating what had been performed incorrectly or what 
demonstrated behaviors were inappropriate (9%).  
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  Results from analysis of sequential pattern data indicated that on average, 80% of the 
patterns employed by these directors were “complete” (see Table 14). Of the completed patterns, 
most consisted of the “basic pattern” (1 teacher task presentation – 2 student response – 3 teacher 
reinforcement). Both David and Linda, the two most experienced directors, used the “basic 
complete pattern” far more than their less experienced counterparts, almost 60% of the time. 
Likewise, when adding “single simple extended patterns” and “basic patterns,” almost three 
quarters of David and Linda’s pattern types (74%) were accounted for, while they comprised 52 
– 63% of the remaining directors’ patterns. “Double” and “triple” extended patterns were 
employed far less than any other pattern type with the exception of one director. Greg employed 
more “double/triple extended patterns” and “complex patterns” (20 and 18%, respectively) than 
“single extended patterns” (11%). Moreover, he used far more of the “double/triple extended 
patterns” and “complex patterns” (38%) than any other director.  
Table 14. Percentage of Sequential Pattern Types Used by High School Band Directors 
 East South Group 
Pattern Type John Robert David Susan Greg Linda Mean 
Basic 44 43 58 43 41 59 48 
Simple Extended  
       Single 
9 15 16 18 11 15 14 
Simple Extended  
       Double/Triple 
4 12 5 13 20 9 10 
Complex 6 3 3 8 18 8 8 
Incomplete 37 27 19 18 11 10 20 
Note. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
Examination of data regarding “incomplete patterns,” revealed that the two least 
experienced directors, Robert and John, exhibited the highest number of incomplete patterns 
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 (27% and 37%, respectively). While incomplete patterns comprised only 20% of group pattern 
types, a difference between regions was found. Directors from the East region demonstrated 
higher percentages of incomplete patterns (19 – 37%) than did directors from the South (10 – 
18%).   
 Time spent in each component of sequential patterns of instruction was summed 
according to presentation and reinforcement teacher behaviors, directions, social, and off-task 
teacher behaviors, and time spent in each component of student response. Results contained in 
Table 15 showed that directors spent more time in presentation and reinforcement components 
(26.31%) than directions, social, and off-task components (20.02%). Two of the directors from 
the Southern region, Susan and Greg, spent more than 20% of class time giving directions, 
social, or off-task presentations. In addition, Greg spent more class time (35.96%) demonstrating 
academic/question presentations and reinforcement.  
Table 15. Distribution of Time in High School Band Classes (Percentage of Class Time) 
 
East South Group 
Teacher Behaviors John Robert David Susan Greg Linda Mean 
     Presentation/Reinforcement 25.90 26.37 22.49 23.39 35.96 23.76 26.31 
     Directions/Social/Off-Task 18.33 16.83 19.34 22.96 24.57 18.13 20.02 
     Total Time 44.23 43.21 41.83 46.35 60.53 41.90 46.34 
Student Behaviors 
     Verbal 1.13 4.26 <1.00 <1.00 3.71 2.90 2.00 
     Nonverbal 1.33 1.50 <1.00 <1.00 2.29 1.68 1.13 
     Performance 53.28 51.00 56.99 51.34 33.44 53.50 49.92 
     Total Time 55.76 56.78 58.16 53.64 39.46 58.09 53.05 
Note. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
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However, unlike the other directors in this investigation, Greg spent more total time 
(60%) employing teacher behaviors than allowing student responses (39.46%). The remaining 
directors organized time such that student responses comprised more than 53% of total class 
time. Furthermore, examination of student response categories indicates that performance was 
the preferred student response medium (49.92%). Verbal response constituted only 2% of student 
behaviors, followed by nonverbal (1.13%). 
Fillers 
 The final verbal behavior examined in this investigation dealt with directors’ use of 
fillers. Mean filler use per director is displayed in Table 16. Fillers were observed during every 
rehearsal and ranged between 8.5 and 29.25 across directors. Interestingly, the two most 
experienced directors, Linda and David, constituted the highest and lowest use of fillers, 
respectively. No other major differences concerning experience level and region were found.  
Table 16. Mean Frequency of Filler Use Per Rehearsal by High School Band Directors 
 East South Group 
 John Robert David Susan Greg Linda Average 
Mean Filler Use 26.00 27.75 8.50 26.25 17.00 29.25 22.46 
 
Attributes of Conductor Magnitude 
 Several nonverbal teaching behaviors were observed during the investigation. Results for 
the categories of body movement, non-conducting gesture, conducting gesture, facial 
expressions, speech speed, voice pitch, and voice volume were calculated using partial interval 
observation techniques, and therefore, are an overestimation of the behaviors. However, the 
category of podium time is an exact representation of actual time spent on and off the podium. 




Table 17. Percentage of Incidence of Teacher Magnitude 
 East South Group 
Component John Robert David Susan Greg Linda Average 
Body Movement 
     Approach 27 32 27 38 23 31 30 
     Departure 26 28 24 33 21 30 27 
     Stationary 47 40 48 29 56 39 43 
Podium Time 
     On Podium > 99 84 74 94 96 98 91 
     Off Podium < 1 16 26 6 4 2 9 
Non-Conducting Gesture 
     Relaxed 95 93 88 88 91 80 89 
     Stiff 3 3 12 4 4 10 6 
     None 2 4 < 1 8 5 10 5 
Conducting Gesture 
     Strict 32 39 41 38 35 33 36 
     Expressive 33 25 15 24 15 30 24 
     None 34 36 44 37 50 37 40 
Facial Expressions 
     Approval 7 16 4 11 13 13 11 
     Disapproval 14 25 27 14 19 15 19 
     Neutral 79 58 69 75 68 72 70 
Speech Speed 
     Steady 82 82 87 88 88 86 86 
     Hesitant 7 5 2 2 5 3 4 
     Repetitive 11 14 11 11 7 11 11 
Voice Pitch 
     Low 0 0 0 0 < 1 < 1 < 1 
     Variable 100 100 100 100 > 99 > 99 > 99 
     High 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Voice Volume 
     Soft 5 7 1 4 4 4 4 
     Normal 92 90 94 94 95 92 93 
     Loud 2 3 5 2 1 5 3 
Note. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
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Examination of directors’ body movement and time spent on and off podium indicated 
that these directors spent a large amount of time moving either while on the podium or within 
their ensembles. All of the directors, with one exception, spent more overall time in approach 
and departure (51 – 71%) than stationary. In regards to time spent on and off the podium, two 
directors, Robert and David, were found to spend a greater amount of time moving through or 
standing within their bands (16% and 26%, respectively). The remaining directors spent similar 
amounts of time off the podium and ranged from less than one percent to six percent. No other 
major differences were found between directors for Body Movement and Podium Time 
categories. 
 Use of strict and expressive conducting gestures comprised at least 50% of the observed 
intervals. All directors with the exception of John demonstrated more strict conducting gestures. 
There was, however, a minimal difference as he only demonstrated expressive gestures one 
percentage point more than strict. When including only the intervals containing conducting 
gestures, use of expressive gestures ranged from 27-51%. This illustrates a large difference 
between directors in regards to the use of expressive conducting gestures. No other major 
differences pertaining to region or experience were found.   
Neutral expressions were found to be the most common facial expression exhibited by 
these band directors. As a group, 70% of the intervals contained neutral facial expressions. 
Interestingly, the director with the least experience, Robert, demonstrated the lowest number of 
neutral expressions (58%). Robert also expressed the most facial approvals. David, one of the 
two most experienced directors, exhibited the least approvals (4%). Disapproving expressions 
ranged from 14% to 27%. Two of the directors from the East demonstrated the lowest numbers 
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of approving expressions (7% and 4%). Two directors in the East also displayed the most 
disapproving expressions (25% and 27%). No other major differences were found. 
 The remaining three categories examined using the Music Conductor Observation Form 
focused on the directors’ use of voice. All of the directors spoke in steady speech patterns with 
little hesitation and few repetitive phrases. Almost 100% of their voice pitch was variable in 
nature with only two directors using a low voice pitch. Voice volumes were kept at a normal 
level over the majority of the rehearsals. While each director was observed using soft and loud 
voice volumes, occurrences were generally infrequent. Use of soft voice volume took place most 
often when directors were responding to single individuals in the group, while loud voice 
volumes usually were observed when directors tried to emphasize a part of their instruction. No 
major differences were revealed in regards to directors’ use of voice.  
 Directors’ eye contact was analyzed for frequency and duration. Table 18 contains data 
regarding frequency of eye contact. Eye contact with the group or individuals and music 
occurred more frequently than objects falling in the “Other” category. When considering eye 
contact lasting three or more seconds, all directors looked at their music most often (146 – 234 
times) as compared to group or individuals (83 – 162 times) and other (5 – 14 times).  
Examination of the Group/Individual category reveals a high frequency of glances lasting 
only one second. Also, the two least experienced directors, Robert and John, maintained eye 
contact for three or more seconds for the lowest frequency of all the directors. Robert and David 
exhibited the longest instances of group or individual eye contact (114 and 132 seconds, 
respectively). Both occurred when conducting their marches.  
When looking at their music, these directors maintained eye contact most frequently for 
three or more seconds. Similar results were found across directors for sustained eye contact  
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Table 18. Frequency of Eye Contact per Category  
 East South Group 
Eye Contact 
Category 
John Robert  David Susan Greg Linda Average 
Group/Individual        
     1 second 181 101 186 203 200 287 193.00 
     2 seconds 65 46 63 92 86 82 72.33 
     ! 3 seconds 83 92 132 162 139 105 118.83 
          Duration*        
  Mean 6 10 8 6 5 6 6.83 
Longest  36 114 132 44 37 52 69.17 
Music        
     1 second 103 52 115 146 112 178 117.67 
     2 seconds 63 35 59 104 87 94 73.67 
     ! 3 seconds 234 146 196 192 213 202 197.17 
          Duration        
Mean 9 11 7 6 7 7 7.83 
Longest  58 96 50 39 45 34 53.67 
Other        
     1 second 76 6 15 28 10 13 24.67 
     2 seconds 20 2 5 14 4 4 8.17 
     ! 3 seconds 14 9 13 16 5 5 10.33 
         Duration        
Mean 4 8 8 5 7 7 6.50 
Longest  11 53 35 19 40 49 34.50 




(lasting for three or more seconds) averaging between six and eleven seconds. John most 
frequently exhibited sustained eye contact with his music in comparison to the other directors. 
He indicated that a reason for this was that he had not spent enough time in score study. 
Interestingly, the least experienced director, Robert, had the lowest frequency of sustained eye 
contact with his music.  
Within the “Other” category, directors were observed making eye contact with 
metronomes, tuners, clocks, walls, floors, and ceilings. John exhibited an unusually high 
frequency of “Other” eye contact. In total, John looked 110 times at items within the “Other” 
category, almost twice as much as the director looking the next most frequently (58 times). John 
often looked at the walls of his band room as his group played as if listening without any visual 
distraction. The average duration of sustained eye contact ranged from four to eight seconds with 
the longest duration ranging from 11 to 53 seconds. No other major differences were found in 
frequency of eye contact.  
 Eye contact was also analyzed for the percentage of instructional time spent looking at 
the Group/Individual, Music, and Other. All directors spent more time maintaining eye contact 
with their music (49% – 71%) than with the group/individual or other objects (see Table 19). Eye 
contact with the group or individuals ranged from 24 to 46% of instructional time. All directors 
spent little time in eye contact with objects falling within the “Other” category. Time spent in 
sustained eye contact (three or more seconds) comprised the majority of time for all three  
categories. Again, the most sustained eye contact occurred with the music followed by the group 






Table 19. Percentage of Eye Contact Time by High School Band Directors 
 East South Group 
Eye Contact 
Category 
John Robert  David Susan Greg Linda Average 
Group/Individual        
     1 second 6 3 6 7 7 10 6.50 
     2 seconds 4 3 4 6 6 6 4.83 
     ! 3 seconds 14 33 35 33 26 23 27.33 
Music        
1 second 3 2 4 5 4 6 4.00 
2 seconds 4 2 4 7 6 7 5.00 
! 3 seconds 64 54 43 37 49 46 48.83 
Other        
1 second 2 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 
2 seconds 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 
! 3 seconds 2 2 3 3 1 1 2.00 
 
Pacing 
 The final nonverbal behavior examined in this investigation concerned the pacing at 
which these directors controlled the interaction of director and student activities. The mean 
number of overall, teacher, and student activity changes, and the mean time spent in overall, 
teacher, and student activities across rehearsals can be found in Table 20. Overall activity 
changes ranged from 137.50 to 279.00 and lasted 10.55 to 20.47 seconds. All but one director 
averaged longer student activity times than teacher activity times. David, one of the most 
experienced directors, averaged the lowest number of activity changes and therefore, the longest 
activity time. His students also engaged in their activities the longest. No major differences were 
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found for region although directors in the South exhibited moderate to faster pacing and their 
counterparts in the East slower to moderate pacing.  
Table 20. Rehearsal Pacing of High School Band Directors 
 East South Group 
Pacing Characteristic John Robert David Susan Greg Linda Average 
Activity Changes 189.50 207.00 137.50 279.00 209.50 188.00 201.75 
Teacher Activity 95.25 104.00 69.25 140.00 105.25 94.50 101.38 
Student Activity 94.25 103.00 68.25 139.00 104.25 93.50 100.38 
Mean Activity Time 15.77 14.62 20.47 10.55 11.03 13.13 14.26 
Mean Teacher Time 13.57 12.36 16.65 9.63 12.08 10.76 12.51 
Mean Student Time 18.01 16.91 24.32 11.51 9.99 15.50 16.04 
Note. Time stated in seconds. 
Student and Director Perceptions 
 Research questions 3a and b concerned students’ perceptions of their director’s verbal 
and nonverbal teaching behaviors and if those perceptions were congruent with their director’s 
perceptions. These questions were addressed by having students and directors view and rate 
video segments containing excerpts of the respective director’s teaching, having students and 
directors fill out a questionnaire, and conducting student and director interviews. Research 
question 4 asked if observed classroom events supported directors’ perceptions of their 
behaviors. This question was addressed by comparing directors’ ratings and their respective 
video excerpt descriptions.  
 
 70 
Since video segment viewing and rating, questionnaire results, and interview results were 
specific to each band and director, this section is organized as such. Video segment descriptions, 
student and director ratings, questionnaire results, interview findings, and comparison of 
observed events and director perceptions pertaining to each director are presented successively 
per case. While quantitative results are presented in table format, interview results are presented 
as case portraits. All findings are presented in the identical order as participant descriptions (East 
followed by South, least to most experience) and do not represent a prioritized order.  
Robert: Franklin High School 
 Video Excerpts and Questionnaire 
 Participating students (N = 31) and Robert viewed and rated eight selected rehearsal 
segments. Table 21 contains descriptions of the director’s behavior demonstrated in each of the 
eight segments. Mean student ratings and director ratings for each characteristic within the video 
excerpts are provided in Appendix H. In addition, mean student ratings and director ratings were 
summed and ranked for each excerpt and are also provided. 
In regards to research question 3a, mean student ratings ranged from 5.19 to 8.74. Across 
excerpts, students rated verbal clarity and conducting highest, and enthusiasm, musical 
information, and feedback lowest. Examination of student mean totals per excerpt revealed that 
students rated Excerpt 8 highest and Excerpt 3 the lowest. Excerpt 8 contained a structured 
practice rehearsal type, a high percentage of time spent in student response with mean student 
activity time averaging 24.67 seconds, an almost equal amount of strict and expressive 
conducting (60% and 40%, respectively), and a high percentage of facial approvals (33%) and 
disapprovals (56%) rather than neutral expressions (11%). Interestingly, Excerpt 8 also contained 
a surprisingly low level of eye contact with the group and some unsteady speech. Excerpt 3, 
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which received the lowest student rating, was the only drill rehearsal type selected for viewing 
and was also the shortest segment overall (42 seconds). It also contained more teacher talk 
(57.14%) than student performance (42.86%), 100% strict conducting, and longer teacher 
activity (2.18 seconds) than student activity (1.80 seconds).  
 In order to highlight differences in student perceptions of director behaviors per excerpt, 
ratings from the Overall Teaching Effectiveness category were subjected to a repeated measures 
ANOVA comparing grade level (freshmen/sophomore, junior, and senior) and principal 
instrument (woodwind, and brass/percussion). No significant differences were found for grade 
level or principal instrument and no significant interactions. However, a significant difference 
was found among excerpt ratings, F (7, 240) = 3.64, p = .0009. Post-hoc analysis employing a 
Newman-Keuls multiple comparison procedure revealed a significant difference between 
Excerpt 8 (M = 8.19) and Excerpt 3 (M = 6.97), Excerpt 4 (M = 7.07), Excerpt 5 (M = 7.03), 
Excerpt 6 (M = 6.90), and Excerpt 7 (M = 7.13). No other significant differences for Overall 
Teaching Effectiveness mean ratings per excerpt were found.  
 In this case, results indicated that student perceptions might be influenced by the piece of 
literature rehearsed in each excerpt. Student ratings of three of the four excerpts containing 
rehearsal of Four Scottish Dances (Excerpts 3, 5, and 6) and both excerpts containing rehearsal 
of The Gallant Seventh (Excerpts 4 and 7) were significantly different than Excerpt 8, the highest 
rated excerpt, which contained rehearsal of La boutique fantasque. Excerpt 1 also contained 
rehearsal of La boutique fantasque and was rated high by students. Therefore, it seems that 
student perceptions of excerpts containing rehearsal of La boutique fantasque were more positive 
than other excerpts due to a possible preference for the piece.  
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Robert’s ratings ranged from 1.00 to 10.00. Across excerpts, he rated verbal clarity 
highest, and conducting and use of voice lowest. Unlike his students, Robert rated Excerpt 2 
highest and Excerpt 5 lowest. Excerpt 2 contained far more teacher talk (76%, averaging 14.25 
seconds) than student response (24%, averaging 6.00 seconds), a high amount of disapproval  
(75%), steady speech throughout, 100% strict conducting, and almost all neutral facial 
expressions (80%). On the other hand, Excerpt 5 included very little teacher talk (16.37%), an 
equal amount of verbal approval and disapproval, some unsteady speech, almost equal amounts 
of expressive and strict conducting, little group eye contact (11%), 56% neutral expressions, and 
only three activity changes with student activity comprising an overwhelming majority of the 
excerpt time (143 seconds).   
 Comparison of mean student ratings and director ratings in Appendix H revealed that 
Robert and his students rated the demonstrated teaching behaviors similarly for many of the 
categories. Robert, however, rated his conducting lower than his students for all but Excerpt 3, 
which contained 100% strict conducting and was classified as drill type rehearsal. Differences in 
ratings for the use of voice category were also evident. Robert rated Excerpts 1, 4, 5, 7, and 8 
lower than his students with the difference ranging from 1.39 to 3.71. Two instances in which 
there were large differences between student and director ratings occurred in Excerpt 4 for the 
characteristics of pacing and feedback. Robert rated the pacing of seven overall activity changes 
with mean teacher activity time of 12.00 seconds and student activity time of 8.66 seconds as a 
perfect 10. The average student rating, however, was only 6.42. In regards to feedback for 
Excerpt 4, Robert rated his behavior as a 1.00. The average student rating was far higher (6.81) 
even though Robert was 100% disapproving and had a neutral expression the entire excerpt.  
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Table 21. Excerpt Descriptions for Franklin High School  
 Excerpts 


















Rehearsal Type Structured Structured Drill Structured Structured Structured Structured Structured 
Rehearsal Number 2 3 3 4 4 5 5 5 
Rehearsal Time 
Teacher Talk 85.14% 76.00% 57.14% 64.86% 16.37% 45.71% 54.67% 32.73% 
Student Response 14.86% 24.00% 42.86% 35.14% 83.63% 54.29% 45.33% 67.27% 
Verbal Teacher Behavior 
Approval/Disapproval  
          Ratio 
50/50% 25/75% 67/33% 0/100% 50/50% 50/50% 33/67% 40/60% 
Steady Speech 67% 100% 100% 75% 67% 75% 75% 67% 
Nonverbal Teacher Behavior 
Body Movement 88% 60% 75% 71% 83% – 50% 85% 
Conducting  
       Expressive       
14% – – 67% 44% – – 40% 







(table 21 continued) 
Eye Contact 22% 60% 62% 96% 28% 11% 96% 17% 
Facial  
       Approvals 
36% – 25% – 18% 20% 40% 33% 
       Disapprovals 27% 20% 50% – 27% 60% 40% 56% 
Neutral 36% 80% 25% 100% 55% 20% 20% 11% 
On Podium 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 100% 0% 100% 
Pacing Characteristics 
Activity Changes 7 7 21 7 3 5 11 6 
Teacher Activities 4 4 11 4 2 3 6 3 
Student Activities 3 3 10 3 1 2 5 3 
Mean Activity Time* 21.14 10.71 2.00 10.57 57.00 14.00 6.81 18.33 
Mean Teacher Time 31.50 14.25 2.18 12.00 14.00 10.67 6.83 12.00 
Mean Student Time 7.33 6.00 1.80 8.66 143.00 19.00 6.80 24.67 
Length of Excerpt 148 75 42 74 171 70 75 110 




While they did not rate the same excerpts as highest and lowest, some excerpts were 
ranked similarly. For instance, Robert rated Excerpt 2 highest and his students rated it second 
highest. Excerpt 7 was ranked third by Robert and fourth by his students. Excerpt 5 was ranked 
last by Robert and second to last by his students. Both ranked Excerpt 4 sixth. While Excerpt 2 
was rated highest by Robert and second highest by his students, Robert ranked Excerpt 8 second 
to last, which was his students highest rated excerpt.  
Student and director perceptions for the Teacher Behavior Questionnaire are presented in 
Table 22. Student perceptions of selected teacher behaviors were analyzed by summing 
individual student responses and calculating the associated mean and standard deviation per 
statement. Mean student ratings ranged from 0.00 to 3.84 with standard deviations ranging from 
.37 to 1.03. Students rated items related to Robert showing approval lowest. They indicated that 
he does not have a student or section of the week, does not show approval by patting students on 
the back, and rarely gives awards like medals, plaques, or trophies. Robert’s students rated items 
related to nonverbal teaching behaviors highest including that he uses a variety of facial 
expressions, gestures to the class, maintains eye contact, is effective in convey how he wants the 
music to be played through conducting gestures, uses a variety of vocal inflections and varies 
voice volume for emphasis.  
Like his students, Robert also rated some of his nonverbal behaviors highest. He thought 
that he uses a variety of facial expressions and body movements, effective conducting gestures, 
and maintains eye contact with individuals. Robert rated items related to showing approval, 
showing disapproval, and arranging trips lowest. These ratings were similar to his students 
except in regards to showing disapproval. While Robert believed that he does not point out bad 
examples of student’s performance and behavior to the class, on average his students felt he did  
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Table 22. Franklin High School Student (n = 31) and Director Questionnaire Responses  
  Student Responses    
 Low                              High Student Director 
Question 0 1 2 3 4 M SD Response 
Uses words like “excellent” and  
     “great” when praising students  
     for performing well. 
 
3 7 14 5 2 1.87 1.02 2.00 
Tells us that s/he appreciates our  
     attention and hard work. 
 
4 11 13 3 – 1.48 .85 2.00 
Uses a variety of facial expressions  
     like smiling, raising eyebrows,  
     and winking when someone does   
     something well. 
 
– 1 4 4 22 3.52 .85 4.00 
Uses a variety of body movements to  
     show approval like nodding head,    
     clapping hands, making an O.K.    
     sign, and giving thumbs up. 
 
– 2 4 15 10 3.06 .85 4.00 
Interacts or converses with students  
     outside of rehearsal time (before  
     or after class or school). 
 
– 6 8 11 6 2.55 1.03 3.00 
Walks among the students during  
     class (e.g. gets off the podium). 
 
– 6 18 3 4 2.16 .90 2.00 
Pats students or myself on the back  
     to show approval or  
     congratulations. 
 
20 8 2 1 – .48 .77 2.00 
Highlights a student’s or section’s  
     accomplishments by selecting  
     them as “Student/Section of the  
     Week.” 
 
31 – – – – 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Arranges trips or parties for the band  
     to participate in. 
 
2 8 10 10 1 2.00 1.00 1.00 
Shows approval by giving awards  
     likes medals, plaques, or trophies. 
 




(table 22 continued) 
Shows disapproval only when the  
     band or student(s) deserve(s) to  
     be punished. . 
 
– 6 12 9 4 2.35 .95 3.00 
Uses words like “that’s terrible” and  
     “bad” when showing disapproval. 
 
– 3 11 13 4 2.58 .85 1.00 
Uses a variety of facial expressions  
     like frowning, grimacing, or  
     wrinkling forehead when students  
     don’t perform well. 
 
– – 2 9 20 3.58 .62 3.00 
Points out bad examples of student’s  
     performance and behavior to the  
     entire class. 
 
1 5 10 12 3 2.35 .98 1.00 
Steps off the podium while teaching. 
 
– 1 14 12 4 2.61 .76 3.00 
Gestures (uses hands) while talking  
     to class. 
 
– – 1 9 21 3.65 .55 3.00 
Looks at the band while talking. 
 
– – – 8 23 3.74 .44 3.00 
Leads the band by using conducting  
     gestures that show how s/he  
     wants the music to be played. 
 
– – – 5 26 3.84 .37 4.00 
Whispers or gets louder when trying  
     to make a point. 
 
– – 5 5 21 3.52 .77 2.00 
Makes eye contact with individual  
     students when speaking to them. 
 
– – 2 11 18 3.52 .63 4.00 
Uses a variety of vocal inflections  
     while talking to the class. 
 
– 2 5 11 13 3.13 .92 3.00 
Moves toward and away from band  
     while conducting on the podium. 
 
– 4 5 14 8 2.84 .97 3.00 
Mean total      2.64  2.45 
 
this occasionally to often. His students also feel he uses words like “that’s terrible” and “bad” 
when showing disapproval occasionally to often, while he feels he only rarely uses those kinds of 
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descriptors. Lastly, his students felt that he often to very often whispers or gets louder when 
trying to make a point, while Robert indicated he feels he only does this occasionally. It seems 
Robert and his students perceived the occurrence of only some of his behavior similarly.  
     Interviews- Case Portrait 
 Students selected to participate in the interview portion of this investigation perceived 
Robert to be a good teacher. He is “laid back” but still “uses time wisely.” In some ways, his 
students find his teaching to be somewhat “unorthodox in comparison to other people’s 
teaching” due to how he interacts with the group as a whole. Robert “cares about everyone.” He 
has “high expectations” and conveys what he wants from the group in a “direct” and “detailed” 
manner. One participant stated that he liked Robert’s teaching because “he doesn’t tell you a 
bunch of stuff he wants you to do, he just tells you exactly what he wants you to do.”  For this 
reason, his students enjoy participating in his band class. Students also indicated that they enjoy 
being in band for other reasons. The most common response was “playing an instrument,” 
followed by “listening to the music” they make, and finding “stress relief” from being involved 
in music making.  
 In regards to his verbal behaviors, students indicated he is easy to understand with the 
exception of sometimes speaking “too quickly for all of us [students] to comprehend the material 
being presented.” While sometimes Robert may speak too quickly for students to fully process 
material, he only uses fillers when “trying to figure out what he’s going to say.” Several students 
stated, “It’s not like he says ‘um’ too much.” The only other difficulty students may have in 
regards to instruction is that Robert will “whisper so that if anyone is talking they can’t hear 
him.” However, students perceived this to be used as a behavioral tool as they have “no choice 
but to be quiet and pay attention.”  
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Other verbal behaviors students perceived Robert to use include the use of catch phrases 
and repetition. His students easily recalled the phrases Robert uses to enhance his instruction. He 
often says “constant airflow” and “click, save” when he likes how the band has performed a line 
of music. The other verbal behavior identified by Robert’s students was that “he repeats himself 
a lot, over and over again. If it’s something important, you’ll know it because he’ll say it like 10 
times in a row.” By repeating himself several times, he leaves less of a chance that a student will 
miss the important information. 
Robert also uses repetition with his nonverbal behaviors. He often puts his finger to his 
nose to indicate that the students got it “right on the nose.” He also “pulls his eye down to 
indicate that the group should watch him” especially before a concert or festival performance. 
Robert’s students have learned these nonverbal cues and their meanings through his repetitive 
use of them. 
When asked if they received more information from Robert through verbal discourse or 
conducting gestures, his students indicated that they received a large amount of information 
through nonverbal conducting gestures and facial expressions. One student recollected that 
Robert’s conducting was  
“very descriptive. He’s not the type of director who will just keep time and let everyone 
follow him. He tries to lead us. And you know he’ll make gestures with his hands when 
he wants things louder and you can actually see it in his face. Like when I’m playing 
timpani he does a shake thing with his hand. It’s not just that his hand is moving, his face 
is showing it too. We can see what kind of piece he’s conducting without ever really 
hearing it.” 
It seems that Robert’s hands and face are “one medium.” His conducting is described as 
“dynamic,” “very precise,” and that he “flourishes it with lots of other twirls.” Not only do his 
students believe his conducting and facial expressions are very descriptive, they feel that they 
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“enjoy the music more because [we] got more than just the technicality because of the way [he] 
conducts.”  
 Robert also uses very specific facial expressions especially in relation to showing 
approval and disapproval. Robert “smiles” or has a “satisfied look” when the group performs 
well or behaves in an appropriate manner. While smiling is perhaps the most commonly 
understood behavior in relation to showing approval, Robert’s students describe a “sour face” or 
“grimace” that occurs when the group performs incorrectly or behaves inappropriately. Robert’s 
students also indicated that he is “mostly disapproving” and “has no problem calling people out 
if they aren’t paying attention to him.” One student stated that “being called out in band is 
probably one of the most embarrassing things that [we] have to deal with in school because you 
just like, feel like you need to leave the room because every one is looking at you.” Students felt 
that Robert may “lose his patience” but that he never just says, “you guys are bad.” Rather than 
referring to his feedback as disapproval, his students emphasized that Robert is “always giving 
constructive criticism.” This may indicate that students are at least partially conscious of the 
need to correct performance problems and that the person most responsible for identification and 
remediation of these problems in a group setting is the band director.   
Other nonverbal aspects of Robert’s teaching include pacing and moving off the podium 
and into the group. In regards to pacing, one student indicated that Robert “has different teaching 
modes where sometimes he’s really fast paced and other times he goes over things a lot.” He also 
“rarely goes off on a tangent.” In addition to pacing, Robert occasionally gets off the podium and 
moves into the group. Students perceive that doing this allows Robert to “hear the group 
differently” and “find the weak points and correct them.”  
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During the interview, students were asked to share what they would change about 
Robert’s teaching if they were given the opportunity. The most common response was that 
students would like “more praise.” One student indicated that he would like to see “more 
respect” for student’s opinions and that there be more leniency in regards to student behavior. 
While some students may desire a less stringent environment, it is important to note that Robert 
is “always reaching for right above where you landed. You know he’s not going to just accept 
what you just did. He wants more.” Perhaps the constant pushing forward is one reason why 
Robert has been very successful.  
Robert’s responses to the interview questions revealed that he and his student’s perceive 
many of his behaviors similarly. Robert describes his teaching to be “direct,” “efficient,” and 
“energetic.” His ideal rehearsal atmosphere is one in which his students are “quiet, attentive, and 
ready to respond to what I [he] put[s] in front of them actively.” He believes one of the reasons 
for his success is that he is “good at assessing the issues students are having in relation to music 
performance…and because I try to take the time to break things down to simple matters or break 
concepts down to their simplest form.”  
When taking his verbal behaviors into account, Robert agrees with his students on almost 
every account. He believes he varies his voice during instruction to highlight important 
information and that his instruction primarily consists of musical information. He also indicated 
that he only uses fillers when he has to “get up and speak about all these different things that [he 
has] to think about how [he] want[s] to say it first.” He perceives his students to easily grasp 
instruction “when they are paying attention” but that “sometimes they don’t pay attention enough 
to get everything that [he] is saying, and then [he] has to say it again.” In respect to his use of 
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catch phrases, Robert stated, “Right now constant airflow is my main one.” This phrase was one 
that his students also recollected.  
Robert believes verbal and nonverbal behaviors should be utilized equally during 
instruction. However, he feels his conducting only sometimes gets across to the kids how he 
wants the music to be played. He believes his students are “not really following whatever is 
going on” and that there “needs to be more attention put on the things that are conducted so that 
there is not so much stopping and starting for things they can look up and catch on to.” In 
general, Robert perceives himself to be a “decent” conductor and expressive “facially.” Unlike 
his students, Robert feels his hand gestures are “somewhat repetitive” rather than expressive.  
Robert also feels he uses a mixture of verbal and nonverbal behaviors when giving 
feedback. He smiles “occasionally” and nods when giving or showing approval. He also gives 
thumbs up but feels that it “might not be so effective if they are not looking.” When giving or 
showing disapproval, Robert “furrows [his] lip” or gives a “thumbs down” sign. In addition, 
Robert believes that his disapprovals are more “corrective” in nature than mere disapproval. He 
makes a point to give specific feedback and “break it down” so that his students will be 
successful. This mirrors his student’s perception of constructive criticism and striving for 
improvement.  
When asked what he would like to change about his teaching, Robert indicated that he 
“would like to hear things better live.” He feels that he can achieve a “decent level with 
rehearsing” but that he would like to be “better at hearing some of the things you kind of hear on 
the recordings.” Developing the ability to hear the minor nuances or lack thereof in a live 
rehearsal is a skill that Robert has “gotten better at over the last five years,” but knows that it will 
strengthen his ability to produce high quality performing groups. 
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Robert has recorded and viewed his teaching in the past and indicated that going through 
the process of viewing and evaluating his teaching for this investigation was useful to him. He 
revealed that recordings of any type allow him to “immerse [himself] in it and helps me define 
where [he] wants to go with the students and what corrections [he] need[s] to make to further the 
group.” From viewing the video excerpts, Robert has identified goals that he hopes will 
strengthen his students’ abilities as performing musicians.  
Perceived versus Observed Events 
In order to address research question 4, excerpt descriptions containing the observed 
events contained in the video excerpts (Table 21) were compared to director ratings appearing in 
Appendix H. Results regarding use of rehearsal time, verbal approval and disapproval, 
conducting behaviors, and pacing characteristics are presented in respective order. 
While one might expect excerpts containing low levels of student response, comparison 
of Robert’s ratings for use of rehearsal time to the excerpt description data revealed that his 
perceptions were not consistent across excerpts. Robert rated his use of time in Excerpts 2, 4, and 
6 highest (9). Excerpts 2 and 4 contained far more teacher talk than student response. However, 
Excerpt 6 contained similar amounts of teacher talk and student response. Interestingly, Excerpts 
5 and 8 both contained far more student response than teacher talk, but Robert selected a rating 
of 8 and 7, respectively. Overall, Robert’s perception of his use of rehearsal time may not be 
related to observed time spent in teacher and student response. 
Observed verbal approval and disapproval were presented as percentage ratios in Table 
21 and compared to Robert’s ratings reported for the feedback category. Robert rated Excerpt 2 
highest (9), which contained the second highest amount of disapproval of all the excerpts. 
However, he rated Excerpt 4 lowest (1), which contained 100% disapproval. The remaining 
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excerpts received ratings of 7 or 8 and contained approval and disapproval ratios ranging from 
33/67% to 67/33%.  
In terms of steady speech and verbal clarity, Robert’s perceptions were not necessarily 
supported in every instance. He did rate the two excerpts containing 100% steady speech highest 
(9 and 10). However, even the three excerpts containing only 67% steady speech received ratings 
of 9. In addition, the lowest rated excerpt, which contained only 75% steady speech, received a 
rating of 8.  
Robert’s perceptions of his conducting behaviors were also mixed when compared to 
observed events. He rated Excerpt 3 highest (8) even though it did not contain any expressive 
conducting gestures. However, that excerpt did contain high levels of facial affect. Still, the 
excerpt receiving the lowest rating of a 3 (Excerpt 5) actually contained the most expressive 
gestures of all the excerpts and a moderate level of facial affect. Excerpt 4 contained 67% 
expressive conducting gestures and a neutral facial affect throughout. Robert rated this excerpt 
second highest.  
Pacing characteristics were also examined and compared with Robert’s ratings for the 
category of pacing. It seems plausible that excerpts containing higher amounts of student activity 
time in comparison to teacher activity time would have yielded higher ratings. However, Robert 
rated 3 of the 4 excerpts containing more teacher activity time high (ranging from 8 to 10). 
Excerpts 5, 6, and 8 contained more student activity time and included the excerpt rated lowest 
overall (Excerpt 6, 6). 
It seems that in many cases, observed events were not necessarily related to Robert’s 
perceptions. Reasons for this may be that Robert was unable to be highly discerning in regards to 
the behaviors, that he may have based his ratings on another variable, or that he may not have 
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liked or not liked the actual content of the characteristic exhibited. For example, he may have 
noticed that there were more expressive gestures in one excerpt in comparison to another, but 
may have disliked how the expressive gesture itself looked.   
John: Mount Blanc High School 
 Video Excerpts and Questionnaire 
 Forty-three students from John’s top ensemble participated in the video segment portion 
of this investigation. John and his students viewed and rated nine video excerpts. Descriptive 
information for each excerpt can be found in Table 23. Results for mean student and director 
ratings per characteristic, student and director mean totals, and student and director ranks are 
provided in Appendix H. Tied rankings were calculated by adding consecutive ranks and 
dividing by the number of tied excerpts.  
 Student ratings of John’s demonstrated teaching behaviors ranged from 5.23 to 9.34. 
Across excerpts, students rated verbal clarity and use of time highest, and rated conducting 
lowest. Rankings of student mean totals revealed that Excerpt 2 was rated highest followed by 
Excerpt 3, Excerpts 1 and 9, Excerpt 4, Excerpt 7, Excerpt 5, Excerpt 8, and Excerpt 6 was rated 
lowest. The highest rated excerpt contained drill type instruction, approximately 50% teacher 
talk and student response, no approvals, steady speech, 80% body movement, strict conducting, 
9% eye contact with the group or individuals, an equal amount of approving and disapproving 
facial expression versus neutral expressions, and 15 activity changes with student and teacher 
activity time being almost equal. The lowest rated excerpt contained structured practice 
instruction, 65% student response, no approvals, 67% steady speech, 77% body movement, an 
equal amount of strict and expressive conducting, 27% eye contact, no facial approvals, 50% 
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disapproval and 50% neutral expressions, five activity changes, and a mean student activity time 
of 39 seconds versus a mean teacher activity time of 5.67 seconds.  
 Ratings from the Overall Teaching Effectiveness category were subjected to a repeated 
measures ANOVA comparing grade level (freshmen/sophomore, junior, and senior) and 
principal instrument (woodwind, and brass/percussion). No significant differences were found 
for grade level or principal instrument and no significant interactions. There was a significant 
difference among excerpt ratings, F (8, 387) = 8.59, p < .0001. Post-hoc analysis using a 
Newman-Keuls multiple comparison procedure revealed a significant difference between 
Excerpt 1 (M = 8.05) and Excerpt 2 (M = 8.71), Excerpt 6 (M = 6.50), and Excerpt 8 (M = 7.09); 
Excerpt 2 (M = 8.71) and Excerpt 5 (M = 7.30), Excerpt 6 (M = 6.50), Excerpt 7 (M = 7.52), and 
Excerpt 8 (M = 7.09); Excerpt 3 (M = 7.96) and Excerpt 6 (M = 6.50), and Excerpt 8 (M = 7.09); 
Excerpt 4 (M = 7.98) and Excerpt 6 (M = 6.50); Excerpt 5 (M = 7.30) and Excerpt 6 (M = 6.50); 
Excerpt 6 (M = 6.50) and Excerpt 7 (M = 7.52), and Excerpt 9 (M = 7.89). No other significant 
differences for Overall Teaching Effectiveness ratings per excerpt were found. Unlike the results 
for Franklin High School, it is unclear as to what may have caused the differences in student 
ratings by excerpt. There appeared to be no piece effect or rehearsal type effect.  
John’s ratings ranged from 1.00 to 8.00. He rated pacing and use of time highest, and 
conducting lowest across excerpts. Like his students, John rated Excerpt 2 high. However, a tie 
occurred between Excerpt 2 and 5 for the top ranking, followed by Excerpt 9, Excerpt 7, Excerpt 
3, Excerpts 1 and 4, Excerpt 6, and lastly Excerpt 8. Similarities between the two excerpts 
receiving the highest ratings revealed that the excerpts were from rehearsal of the same piece, no 
facial approvals were given, and more time was spent in student activity than teacher activity. 
Differences between the excerpts included the rehearsal type (drill and structured), the 
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Table 23. Excerpt Descriptions for Mount Blanc High School  
 Excerpts 










Rehearsal Type Drill Drill Structured Structured Structured Structured Structured Drill Structured 
Rehearsal Number 2 3 3 3 4 4 4 5 5 
Rehearsal Time 
Teacher Talk 48.78% 51.11% 38.20% 70.00% 50.00% 14.17% 52.80% 38.81% 30.77% 
Student Response 51.22% 48.89% 61.80% 30.00% 50.00% 65.00% 47.20% 61.19% 69.23% 
Verbal Teacher Behavior 
Approval/Disapproval  
          Ratio 
– 0/100% 0/100% 0/100% 67/33% 0/100% 0/100% 0/100% 0/100% 
Steady Speech 100% 100% 67% 75% 50% 67% 67% 100% 75% 
Nonverbal Teacher Behavior 
Body Movement 50% 80% 100% 82% 57% 77% 92% – 91% 
Conducting  
       Expressive  
– – 60% 50% 100% 50% 60% – 100% 
       Strict 100% 100% 40% 50% – 50% 40% – – 




(table 23 continued) 
Facial  
       Approvals 
– – 17% – – – 11% 20% 14% 
       Disapprovals 33% 67% 33% 38% 20% 50% 56% 20% 14% 
       Neutral 67% 33% 50% 63% 80% 50% 33% 60% 71% 
On Podium 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Pacing Characteristics 
Activity Changes 17 15 5 4 3 5 6 27 3 
Teacher Activities 9 8 3 2 2 3 3 14 2 
Student Activities 8 7 2 2 1 2 3 13 1 
Mean Activity Time* 2.41 3.00 17.80 27.50 24.00 24.00 20.83 2.48 26.00 
Mean Teacher Time 2.22 2.88 11.33 38.50 18.00 5.67 22.00 1.86 12.00 
Mean Student Time 2.63 3.14 27.50 16.50 36.00 39.00 19.67 3.15 54.00 
Length of Excerpt 41 45 89 110 72 120 125 67 78 







approval/disapproval ratio (100% disapproval versus 67/33% approval/disapproval), steady 
speech for 100% of Excerpt 2 and 50% of Excerpt 5, more body movement in Excerpt 2 (80% 
versus 57%), no expressive conducting for Excerpt 2 and 100% expressive conducting for 
Excerpt 5, more eye contact in Excerpt 5 (29% versus 9%), more neutral expression in Excerpt 5 
(80% versus 33%), and the number of activity changes and activity lengths were different.  
John rated Excerpt 8 lowest. Characteristics of this excerpt included drill rehearsal, more 
student response than teacher talk (61.19% and 38.81%, respectively), 100% verbal disapproval, 
100% steady speech, no conducting or body movement, a low level of eye contact (7%), facial 
expressions comprised of 20% approval, 20% disapproval, and 60% neutral, 27 activity changes, 
and longer mean student activity time than teacher activity time (3.15 seconds and 1.86 seconds, 
respectively). 
Other than rating Excerpt 2 high, little agreement occurred in regards to ranking of 
excerpts between John and his students. The few similarities that occurred were found for 
Excerpt 6, Excerpt 8, and Excerpt 9. Student and director ranks show that these were ranked one 
place apart. Examination of student means and director responses in Appendix H show that John 
generally rated the demonstrated behaviors in the video excerpts lower than his students. While 
student mean totals ranged from 6.59 to 8.52, director mean totals only ranged from 3.30 to 5.90. 
When taking individual categories into account, John rated his conducting lowest out of all the 
categories (ranging from 1.00 – 5.00), while the lowest mean student rating for conducting was 
6.25. Interestingly, students rated conducting for Excerpt 8 relatively high (7.89 on average) 
even though this excerpt did not contain any conducting gestures.  
John and 43 of his students completed the Questionnaire of Director’s Behavior. Results 
are shown in Table 24. Mean student responses ranged from .58 to 3.81 with a standard deviation 
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range of .57 to 1.04. Students perceived that John uses a variety of nonverbal teaching behaviors 
very often, that he interacts with students outside of rehearsal time often, and that he plans 
activities such as trips often. Students also perceived John to rarely step off the podium and walk 
through the band, to rarely show approval by patting students on the back or highlighting a 
student or section’s work, and to rarely give awards like medals plaques, or trophies.  
Director responses ranged from 1.00 to 4.00, and like his students, John indicated that he 
interacts with students outside of rehearsal very often, and uses a variety of nonverbal teaching 
behaviors often to very often. John believed his least frequent behavior to be pointing out bad 
examples of student’s performance and behavior to the entire class. However, his students 
perceived this to occur occasionally to often. Most student and director responses regarding the 
frequency of John’s behaviors were found to be similar as mean student and director totals 
indicate a difference of only .18.  
Table 24. Mount Blanc High School Student (n = 43) and Director Questionnaire Responses 
 Responses    
 Low                              High Student Director 
Question 0 1 2 3 4 M SD Response 
Uses words like “excellent” and  
     “great” when praising students  
     for performing well. 
 
2 9 17 12 3 2.12 .98 2.00 
Tells us that s/he appreciates our  
     attention and hard work. 
 
1 7 23 10 2 2.12 .82 3.00 
Uses a variety of facial expressions  
     like smiling, raising eyebrows,  
     and winking when someone does   
     something well. 
 
– 3 10 16 14 2.95 .92 3.00 
Uses a variety of body movements to  
     show approval like nodding head,    
     clapping hands, making an O.K.    
     sign, and giving thumbs up. 
 
1 11 13 13 5 2.23 1.04 3.00 
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(table 24 continued) 
Interacts or converses with students  
     outside of rehearsal time (before  
     or after class or school). 
 
1 – 6 14 22 3.30 .89 4.00 
Walks among the students during  
     class (e.g. gets off the podium). 
 
4 23 15 1 – 1.30 .67 2.00 
Pats students or myself on the back  
     to show approval or  
     congratulations. 
 
14 16 12 1 – 1.00 .85 2.00 
Highlights a student’s or section’s  
     accomplishments by selecting  
     them as “Student/Section of the  
     Week.” 
 
26 11 4 2 – .58 .85 2.00 
Arranges trips or parties for the band  
     to participate in. 
 
– 3 8 17 15 3.02 .91 3.00 
Shows approval by giving awards  
     likes medals, plaques, or trophies. 
 
5 10 16 11 1 1.84 1.02 3.00 
Shows disapproval only when the  
     band or student(s) deserve(s) to  
     be punished.  
 
– 4 17 19 3 2.49 .77 3.00 
Uses words like “that’s terrible” and  
     “bad” when showing disapproval. 
 
– 1 15 19 8 2.79 .77 3.00 
Uses a variety of facial expressions  
     like frowning, grimacing, or  
     wrinkling forehead when students  
     don’t perform well. 
 
– – 5 16 22 3.40 .69 4.00 
Points out bad examples of student’s  
     performance and behavior to the  
     entire class. 
 
– 9 12 16 6 2.44 .98 1.00 
Steps off the podium while teaching. 
 
2 16 21 4 – 1.63 .72 2.00 
Gestures (uses hands) while talking  
     to class. 
 
– – 10 19 14 3.09 .75 3.00 
Looks at the band while talking. 
 
– – 2 11 30 3.65 .57 3.00 
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(table 24 continued) 
Leads the band by using conducting  
     gestures that show how s/he  
     wants the music to be played. 
 
– – – 8 35 3.81 .39 3.00 
Whispers or gets louder when trying  
     to make a point. 
 
– – 4 15 24 3.47 .67 4.00 
Makes eye contact with individual  
     students when speaking to them. 
 
– 1 1 15 26 3.53 .67 3.00 
Uses a variety of vocal inflections  
     while talking to the class. 
 
– – 8 23 12 3.09 .68 3.00 
Moves toward and away from band  
     while conducting on the podium. 
 
2 7 18 12 4 2.21 .99 2.00 
Mean total      2.59  2.77 
 
Interviews- Case Portrait 
 John’s students described him as being “very enthusiastic” and “knowledgeable” about 
music. He is a “perfectionist” and is “helpful” when it comes to developing good musical skills. 
They feel he has excelled as a teacher because “he knows what everybody’s abilities are and if 
[they] are slacking off.” John’s knowledge of his students could be seen in other ways. Several 
students revealed that there is cohesion as a group that has impacted their perceptions of being a 
band member. They described a strong connection between John and his students. Perhaps one of 
the most poignant responses was that “band is like home.” Being a band member means that you 
have a place to belong.  
 Students also gave other reasons than the “people” you develop relationships with for 
being a band member. They enjoy “playing” and the “process of learning the music.” Several 
students indicated that they find the music to be very “challenging” and that John is very skilled 
at choosing musical selections. It appears that his students find this ability to be one of John’s 
strengths as a band director. 
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 In regards to his verbal behaviors, students perceived John to be very clear and easy to 
understand. He “varies his voice all the time.” He also “emphasizes things and models them with 
his voice.” Several of the students revealed that they felt John’s use of his voice made them 
“understand the information better.” John rarely used fillers but “if he is trying to juggle a few 
facts he will kind of hesitate.” One student stated, “after we play he’ll like be so enthusiastic and 
have so many things to say to different sections that he will kind of [use fillers]. It is a time when 
he doesn’t always communicate as well as I think he should.” However, most of his students 
“don’t notice it much.”  
 Another interesting aspect of John’s verbal behaviors was his use of catch phrases. His 
students noticed so many of them that they created a book of “Smithisms.” At the end of each 
year, John is presented with the book containing the “Smithisms” used throughout that year. 
Several of the phrases are analogies. One student recalled an analogy comparing each part in the 
music as the “bricks that make up a cathedral.” Several students indicated that John compares 
their playing to things that are generally thought to be unpleasant. They perceived John’s reason 
for doing this as being a “joking” way to highlight problems within the ensemble.  
 Students openly discussed John’s use of facial expressions and conducting, In terms of 
his use of facial expressions, John “kind of talks through his face.” Specific facial expressions 
mentioned by his students include “raising his eyebrows” and “wrinkling his forehead.” While 
John is conducting, his students can “always tell if he likes what he is hearing or not” because of 
his facial expressions. While it seems easy for his students to understand his facial expressions, 
they feel his conducting “gets very enthused, but [they] don’t know if his technique is always 
clear.” Other than this, his students believe that his conducting is “very helpful” and that “he will 
do [the music] through his conducting.”  
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 Another nonverbal behavior that was discussed was John’s movement on and off the 
podium. Only two reasons for John leaving the podium were mentioned. The first and most 
commonly stated reason was if someone is “sitting improperly.” When this occurs, he will “walk 
across the room on the back of student’s seats” in order to get to the slouching student and make 
him or her sit properly. There is no room for actual walkways within the ensemble due to the size 
of the room. Until a larger space is built, walking on chairs may be John’s only option to move 
around the band room during rehearsals. The only other reason students gave for John leaving 
the podium was if  “there is a discrepancy in a part and he needs to check it.” 
 When giving students’ feedback, John is described as not giving “praise if you don’t 
deserve it.” However, when he does show approval it has a meaningful effect on his students. 
One mentioned that John “pulled [her] over and told [her] how good [she] did at the 
concert…[she] was thankful for that.” Another student indicated that in rehearsals John does not 
give much approval, but that he gives “more critiquing and then compliments on the final 
performance.” His student’s know that “he is trying to make it as good as it can be, but it does 
not always work that way because it seems like it has a kind of negative connotation to it.” He is 
“very, very clear and very thorough usually when something is wrong, but when we played well, 
he will be happy and he will say ‘Yes!’ or be enthusiastic, but just for a second. Then he grabs 
the next thing.” In terms of poor playing or behavior, he has “no problem point it out in front of 
everyone and getting mad.” Students feel that he “tells you if he does not think it is good” and 
“only yells when it is warranted.” 
 Most students indicated they would not change anything about John’s teaching, but some 
wanted him to be “more calm” especially when he gets “stressed before festival.” The only other 
change mentioned was to “be more willing to discuss some things.”    
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 When asked about the process of viewing and evaluating John’s teaching several students 
revealed that they had noticed aspects of John’s teaching that they were not as aware of 
previously. In regards to his nonverbal teaching behaviors, they noticed “all the exaggerated stuff 
that he does.” One student in particular said he noticed  
“his enthusiasm. I do not notice it when he is doing it, but to look, just being focused on 
his conducting, you see how much more you know that you are missing. You see, but you 
don’t take it all in…you only see little snippets.” 
 
It seems possible that when students are rehearsing and performing in an ensemble, they are so 
involved in their part of the musical experience that they may not be fully able to observe and 
comprehend all of their band director’s teaching behaviors.  
 John’s responses to the interview questions were similar to his student’s responses. He 
believes he is “very passionate about teaching the kids about music and making the most out of 
their musical experience.” He hopes to instill in his students a desire to be “detail oriented within 
the process [of making music] and that music is a very emotional thing” and to “add emotion 
with the technical detail.” He feels some of his success is due to the “high levels of expectations” 
he has for his students and “not letting them settle for anything less than their best.”  
 In regards to making musical selections, John mirrored his student’s responses. He 
chooses “music that challenges them, not only technically, but musically.” He exposes them to a 
lot of musical genres. He selects “a lot of transcriptions, but balance[s] them with contemporary 
stuff too.” After selecting literature, he goes into “rehearsal with a goal of what [he] is trying to 
get done.” His ideal atmosphere for rehearsals has evolved over time. He initially wanted 
complete silence throughout rehearsal. Now he finds that when he provides the students with a 




 John’s responses to questions regarding his verbal behaviors were also similar to his 
student’s responses. He uses fillers only as a “hesitation” device when he is deciding what issues 
he wants to address from the band’s performance. When asked about his use of catch phrases, 
John jokingly said that he was “not going to claim any of them,” but admitted “the ‘playing like’ 
statements are always the best ones.” It seems John and his students have very similar 
perceptions of his verbal behaviors. 
 Like the similarities in perception of his verbal behaviors, John’s perception of his 
nonverbal behaviors also mirrors his student’s perceptions. John feels that he is a “horrible 
conductor” in that his “technique is just not nearly as good as it should be to get the musical 
ideas [he] has across.” He believes that when he is “effective it works really well and when [his] 
conducting technique is poor [he] causes problems.” One nonverbal behavior John does not feel 
he causes confusion with is his facial expression. He believes his “disapproval facial expression 
reactions are pretty good.” The students can “tell by [his] facial expression if [he is] not pleased, 
particularly with their behavior.”  
 In terms of feedback, John believes he can “effectively communicate behavioral 
disapproval without saying much.” He shows disapproval by “crinkling” his brow, “staring with 
the evil eye,” and “yelling when [he] needs to.” On the other hand, John shows approval by 
“smiling,” “nodding,” and “when they get it right, they get to go on.” Unlike his students, John 
did not mention that he rarely gives approval in rehearsals. It seems he does not want any of the 
students to feel a false sense of accomplishment.  
 When asked what he would like to change about his teaching, John indicated that he 
would want his “conducting to be more technically refined.” While his students mentioned they 
had some difficulty with his conducting, none of the students participating in the interviews 
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suggested a change in his conducting. This may be an indication that his students learn over time 
to understand his gestures and would prefer changes in other areas of his teaching.  
Perceived versus Observed Events 
 John’s ratings of his use of rehearsal time ranged from 4 to 6 (see Appendix H). Excerpts 
containing more student response that teacher talk (Excerpts 1, 3, 6, 8, and 9) received both the 
lowest and highest ratings (see Table 23). However, Excerpt 4, which contained the highest 
amount of teacher talk (70%), received the rating of 5. There appears to be little evidence to 
support the conclusion that John’s perceptions were based solely on teacher talk and student 
response times.  
 In terms of John’s ratings of his feedback, it appears observed events do support his 
perceptions. All but one excerpt contained 100% disapproval. These excerpts received ratings 
ranging from 4 to 6. However, Excerpt 5 contained an approval/disapproval ratio of 67/33%, 
which received the highest rating for this category (8). It seems John recognized and perceived 
the higher level of approval as being a positive characteristic. 
 Unlike the category of feedback, John’s perceptions of verbal clarity were not supported 
by the observed events. The excerpt receiving the highest rating, Excerpt 5, contained only 50% 
steady speech, which indicates a high level of repetition and/or hesitation within that excerpt. 
Additionally, the three excerpts that contained 100% steady speech received ratings of either 4 or 
5.  
 In regards to John’s conducting, results indicated that again, observed events do not 
necessarily support director perceptions. John rated Excerpt 2 highest (5). This excerpt contained 
no expressive conducting, but did contain a high level of facial disapproval. John rated Excerpt 6 
very low (1), yet it contained equal amounts of expressive and strict conducting, moderate levels 
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of eye contact, and equal amounts of a disapproving and neutral facial expressions. Also, John 
rated Excerpt 5 low (3) even though it contained 100% expressive conducting. It seems that 
John’s perceptions of his conducting behaviors may be based on aspects unrelated to the amount 
of time spent in the reported behaviors. 
 The final characteristic used for comparison was pacing. John perceived little variability 
regarding the pacing contained in the video excerpts. Ratings ranged from 5 to 6. Three of the 
four excerpts that received the higher rating of 6 did contain more student activity time than 
teacher activity time. However, four of the five excerpts that received the lower rating of 5 also 
contained more student activity than teacher activity.  
David: Hamilton High School 
 Video Excerpts and Questionnaire 
 David and 30 of his students viewed seven video excerpts and rated the demonstrated 
teaching behaviors contained in each excerpt. Table 25 contains descriptions of the teaching 
behaviors and other related information found in each excerpt, and mean student ratings, director 
ratings, and student and director rankings per excerpt are provided in Appendix H.  
 David’s students rated Excerpt 1 highest, followed by Excerpt 3, Excerpt 2, Excerpt 7, 
Excerpt 5, Excerpt 6, and Excerpt 4. Excerpt 1 contained more than twice as much student 
response as teacher talk, no disapprovals, 75% steady speech, 60% body movement, 80% 
expressive conducting, 27% eye contact, no facial approvals, 43% facial disapprovals, five 
activity changes, a mean teacher activity time of 11.00 seconds, and a mean student activity time 
of 36.50 seconds. The lowest rated excerpt, Excerpt 4, contained more teacher talk (53.49%) 
than student response (46.51%), equal amounts of approval and disapproval, steady speech 
throughout, 63% body movement, strict conducting, 28% eye contact, a neutral facial affect 
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(67%) and no facial approvals, all time spent off of the podium, five activity changes, a mean 
teacher activity time of 15.33 seconds, and a mean student activity time of 20.00 seconds.  
 A repeated measure ANOVA was calculated using Overall Teaching Effectiveness 
ratings comparing grade level (freshmen/sophomore, junior, and senior) and principal instrument 
(woodwind, and brass/percussion). No significant differences were found for grade level and no 
significant interactions. A significant difference was revealed, however, for principal instrument, 
F (1, 28) = 5.53, p = .026. Post hoc results of a Newman-Keuls multiple comparison procedure 
showed that band members whose principal instrument belonged to the woodwind family (M = 
8.94 – 9.61) rated excerpts significantly higher than their brass and percussion counterparts (M = 
7.75 – 9.10).  
There was also a significant difference among excerpt ratings, F (6, 203) = 2.71, p = 
.015. Post-hoc analysis using a Newman-Keuls multiple comparison procedure revealed the only 
significant difference to be between Excerpt 1 (M = 9.43) and Excerpt 4 (M = 8.47). No other 
significant differences for Overall Teaching Effectiveness ratings per excerpt were found. While 
differences between Excerpt 1 and 4 are numerous including Excerpt 1 containing more student 
response, no disapproval, and a high level of expressive conducting gesture in comparison to 
Excerpt 4, it seems unclear as if other factors may have caused the differences in student ratings.  
David rated Excerpts 3 and 6 highest followed by Excerpt 7, Excerpt 1, Excerpt 2, 
Excerpt 5, and Excerpt 4. Teaching behaviors contained in Excerpt 3 included a higher amount 
of teacher talk than student response, an approval/disapproval ratio of 33/66%, mostly steady 
speech (89%), a low level of body movement (22%), strict conducting, a high level of eye 
contact (100%), neutral and disapproving facial expressions (87% and 13%, respectively), 13 
activity changes, and a longer amount of mean teacher activity time (10.43 seconds) than 
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Table 25. Excerpt Descriptions for Hamilton High School 
 Excerpts 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Piece Grandioso Grandioso Grandioso Persistence Persistence Persistence Persistence 
Rehearsal Type Structured Structured Structured Structured Drill Drill Structured 
Rehearsal Number 2 3 3 4 5 5 5 
Rehearsal Time 
Teacher Talk 31.13% 71.17% 62.39% 53.49% 49.12% 48.98% 48.20% 
Student Response 68.87% 28.83% 37.61% 46.51% 50.88% 51.02% 51.80% 
Verbal Teacher Behavior 
Approval/Disapproval  
        Ratio 
100/0% 0/100% 33/67% 50/50% 100/0% 0/100% 33/67% 
Steady Speech 75% 100% 89% 100% 100% 100% 73% 
Nonverbal Teacher Behavior 
Body Movement 60% 54% 22% 63% 40% 40% 36% 
Conducting  
       Expressive 
80% 40% – – – – – 
       Strict 20% 60% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 





(table 25 continued) 
Facial  
       Approvals 
– 9% – – 25% – – 
       Disapprovals 43% 9% 13% 33% 25% 25% 20% 
       Neutral 57% 82% 87% 67% 75% 75% 80% 
On Podium 100% 100% 100% 0% 100% 100% 97% 
Pacing Characteristics 
Activity Changes 5 8 13 5 9 9 11 
Teacher Activities 3 4 7 3 5 5 6 
Student Activities 2 4 6 2 4 4 5 
Mean Activity Time* 21.20 20.38 9.00 17.20 6.33 5.44 12.64 
Mean Teacher Time 11.00 29.00 10.43 15.33 5.60 4.80 11.17 
Mean Student Time 36.50 11.75 7.33 20.00 7.25 6.25 14.40 
Length of Excerpt 106 163 117 86 57 49 139 





mean student activity time (7.33 seconds). Although Excerpt 6 received the same total rating, it 
contained different teaching behaviors than Excerpt 3. Excerpt 6 contained almost equal amounts 
of teacher talk and student response, no verbal approvals, all steady speech, low levels of body 
movement (40%), strict conducting, neutral and disapproving facial expressions (75% and 25%, 
respectively), no relaxed instructional gestures, nine activity changes, and similar mean teacher 
activity and student activity times (4.80 seconds and 6.25 seconds, respectively). 
Like his students, David rated Excerpt 4 the lowest. Although the other rankings were not 
identical, two rankings were very similar. David ranked Excerpt 7 third while his student ranked 
it fourth, and David ranked Excerpt 5 sixth while his students ranked it fifth. The remaining four 
excerpts were not ranked similarly. Student mean and director ratings in Appendix H showed 
that in general, David rated his behaviors lower than his students. Student responses ranged from 
6.63 to 9.50 and director responses ranged from 4.00 to 8.00. David gave his lowest ratings for 
conducting and enthusiasm. All other behaviors were rated similarly across excerpts. The 
students’ highest ratings were given for verbal clarity and overall teaching effectiveness. Their 
lowest ratings were given for the categories of pacing and musical information.  
Questionnaire responses from David and his students can be found in Table 26. Mean 
student responses ranged from .40 to 3.97 with a standard deviation of .31 to 1. 27. Behaviors 
students perceived as occurring often to very often included the majority of questionnaire items 
dealing with nonverbal teaching behaviors such as eye contact, conducting, gesturing, and use of 
voice. Students indicated the behaviors that occur most frequently were using words like “that’s 
terrible” and “bad” when showing disapproval, and using a variety of facial expressions like 





Table 26. Hamilton High School Student (n = 30) and Director Questionnaire Responses 
 Responses    
 
Low                                       
High 
Student Director 
Question 0 1 2 3 4 M SD Response 
Uses words like “excellent” and  
     “great” when praising students  
     for performing well. 
 
1 11 8 5 5 2.07 1.17 2.00 
Tells us that s/he appreciates our  
     attention and hard work. 
 
– 7 9 12 2 2.30 .92 3.00 
Uses a variety of facial expressions  
     like smiling, raising eyebrows,  
     and winking when someone does   
     something well. 
 
2 4 8 7 9 2.57 1.25 2.00 
Uses a variety of body movements to  
     show approval like nodding head,    
     clapping hands, making an O.K.    
     sign, and giving thumbs up. 
 
– 6 6 9 9 2.70 1.12 3.00 
Interacts or converses with students  
     outside of rehearsal time (before  
     or after class or school). 
 
– 2 10 9 9 2.83 .95 4.00 
Walks among the students during  
     class (e.g. gets off the podium). 
 
1 5 8 7 9 2.60 1.19 4.00 
Pats students or myself on the back  
     to show approval or  
     congratulations. 
 
14 9 5 2 – .83 .95 3.00 
Highlights a student’s or section’s  
     accomplishments by selecting  
     them as “Student/Section of the  
     Week.” 
 
22 6 – 2 – .40 .81 0.00 
Arranges trips or parties for the band  
     to participate in. 
 
3 7 9 7 4 2.07 1.20 3.00 
Shows approval by giving awards  
     likes medals, plaques, or trophies. 
 




(table 26 continued) 
Shows disapproval only when the  
     band or student(s) deserve(s) to  
     be punished.  
 
– – – 11 19 3.63 .49 3.00 
Uses words like “that’s terrible” and  
     “bad” when showing disapproval. 
 
– – – 3 27 3.90 .31 3.00 
Uses a variety of facial expressions   
     like frowning, grimacing, or  
     wrinkling forehead when students  
     don’t perform well. 
 
– – – 3 27 3.90 .31 3.00 
Points out bad examples of student’s  
     performance and behavior to the  
     entire class. 
 
– 2 6 9 13 3.10 .96 3.00 
Steps off the podium while teaching. 
 
1 2 14 5 8 2.57 1.07 4.00 
Gestures (uses hands) while talking  
     to class. 
 
– – 2 7 21 3.63 .61 4.00 
Looks at the band while talking. 
 
– – – 1 29 3.97 .18 4.00 
Leads the band by using conducting  
     gestures that show how s/he  
     wants the music to be played. 
 
– – 2 5 23 3.70 .60 2.00 
Whispers or gets louder when trying  
     to make a point. 
 
1 1 3 8 17 3.30 1.02 3.00 
Makes eye contact with individual  
     students when speaking to them. 
 
– – 2 5 22 3.63 .67 4.00 
Uses a variety of vocal inflections  
     while talking to the class. 
 
– 1 4 13 12 3.20 .81 4.00 
Moves toward and away from band  
     while conducting on the podium. 
 
2 4 7 7 10 2.63 1.27 4.00 
Mean total      2.78  3.14 
 
perceived items regarding approval as occurring never or rarely. These included patting students 
on the back, highlighting a student’s or section’s accomplishments, and giving awards.  
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Director responses ranged from 0.00 to 4.00. David believed his least frequent behavior 
to be that he never highlights a student or section’s accomplishments. He did, however, believe 
that he very often interacts with students outside of class, steps off the podium and walks among 
the band, shows approval by giving awards, and uses a variety of the nonverbal behaviors listed 
in the questionnaire.  
Comparison of the student means and David’s responses revealed that they responded 
similarly. David believes he interacts with students outside of class, steps off the podium, walks 
among the students during class, shows approval by patting students on the back, gives awards, 
and moves toward and away from the band while conducting more often than his student do. He 
also believes that he uses conducting gestures to show how he wants the music to be played, uses 
words like “that’s terrible” and “bad” when showing disapproval, and uses a variety of facial 
expressions like frowning, grimacing, or wrinkling his forehead when students perform poorly 
less often than his students perceived. Overall, mean totals for both director and student 
responses were similar. 
 Interviews- Case Portrait 
 Students in David’s most advanced ensemble believe he is an “extremely good teacher.” 
David “knows how to inspire [his students]” and “cares about what he does and has a passion for 
it.” He is “old school and expects things from you that a lot of teenagers are not expected of 
because of the families they came from.” When asked what they enjoy most about being in band 
several students made reference to the content that David teaches. For instance, one student said 
he “likes to get stuff out of Mr. Jones that [he does not] get anywhere else.” Perhaps it is best 
summed up by an upperclassmen band member who said, “You learn more in this class than just 
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the music. You learn about life, about character, about integrity, and you grow so much more in 
this class than any other.” In this respect, it seems this aspect of David’s teaching is very unique. 
 Comparing David’s verbal and nonverbal behaviors, students perceive that they receive 
more information from David’s verbal discourse. David “emphasizes a lot” and “puts 
information into words [they] can understand and uses analogies.” David also “models with his 
voice” and “with the tone of his voice…he makes you know how important something is.” David 
also uses quite a few catch phrases. While some are “negative, they play on the right morals.” 
For instance, David says “ethics over convenience” when someone is not working up to their full 
potential. It seems that David believes in developing his students as people, not just as musicians.  
 In regards to his nonverbal behaviors, David’s students “get a lot of movement and facial 
expressions” from him. He “uses legato [gestures] for smooth and makes it more punctual for 
short.” One student indicated that he uses “a lot of hand signals like for accents” and “can see the 
tension in his face.” Occasionally, David steps off the podium and stops conducting. His students 
perceive this behavior as an opportunity to “learn to rely on each other rather than on him” and 
they feel it makes them “pay attention to each other’s sounds.”  
 When asked about feedback, David’s students perceive there to be more disapproval than 
approval. However, in regards to David’s disapproval one student said, “other teachers do not 
give constructive criticism. Everyone just talks like he gives bad criticism, but he is trying to 
teach a lesson also with whatever he is teaching.” He “does not have a problem telling you when 
you mess up” and there are “more signs of when he disapproves.” He will “get in your face,” 
“lecture on character,” and “shakes his head a lot.” His body movements and facial expressions 
make it easy to “tell when he is dissatisfied.” On the occasion when David does give approval, 
he will “give a thumbs up,” “tell you good job,” or “when he is really happy he will say 
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‘Sweet!’” Sometimes when the group reaches a performance target, David will say, “Finally 
you’ve done what you were supposed to do!” Again, this illustrates the character building aspect 
of David’s teaching. 
 Responses regarding what students would like to change about David’s teaching were 
varied. Responses included that David would “conduct a bit more” and that when the group 
“practice[s] things over and over again…to go slower and break it down more.” By far the most 
common response was that students wanted “more positive affirmation.” However, one student 
said, “I wish he would give more positive feedback, but I think he would say he only gives it 
where it is due…I just think he doesn’t want to coddle us, but I wish he would give more 
affirmation.” It appears that David’s students may desire more of a balance in regards to 
approval and disapproval.  
 Overall students responded favorably to the process of viewing and evaluating David’s 
teaching. It gave them an opportunity to “notice what parts were bad” in regard to their rehearsal 
performance.” They also “had not noticed how he watches and hears, and how focused he is 
while conducting and watching other sections.” One student indicated that he “did not realize 
how much detail [David] goes into.” In general, students responded positively to participating in 
the investigation. 
 In most cases, David’s responses were very similar to his student’s responses. David 
describes “consistency, preparation, and the desire to be an excellent teacher day in and day out” 
as the main reasons for his success as a band director. He believes “you have to fight and be 
disciplined and consistent yourself” and “work at preparation” in order to be successful. Like his 
students, David discussed not just bestowing musical skills on his students, but also knowledge 
of life skills. He has “made it a point to include wisdom as part of what [he] wants to teach the 
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kids.” He tends to “work on their character, the kind of person they are, [and] work on their 
emotional intelligence…that will enhance their IQ and that will enhance their performance.”  
 In regards to his verbal behaviors, David feels that he spends time more time “thinking 
about [his] weaknesses than strengths.” He “worries about his voice” and looks to the “great 
speakers” for inspiration. David often reflects on “how many words” he uses and “phrasing” of 
the information he presents to his students. He stated that “finding the right words are not easy.” 
He also monitors his speech so that he does not “babble” and his presentations are “fast paced” 
even though “sometimes the kids do not understand” him. Because David emphasizes proper 
verbal behavior, he uses fillers such as “ok” rarely, most often when moving from a completed 
task to a new task. While he rarely uses fillers, he admits that he repetitively uses certain phrases. 
Like his students, he mentioned “ethics over convenience” as one of the phrases he uses most 
often.  
 David perceives his nonverbal behaviors to be mostly related to his personality. Rather 
than conducting throughout rehearsals David will wait until after the students have mastered the 
fundamentals of the music and then “bring in the arm waving.” He believes “if [he] spends the 
time up there arm waving that [he] would be more worried about them following [his] arms and 
not teaching them.” He is “going to go after the teaching of the music and the sound. Then 
through that musicality, and through that some interpretation as [students] get…control of the 
notes.” Once that has been achieved, David begins to conduct pieces throughout rehearsal.  
 David uses proximity and facial expressions as well. He often gets off the podium and 
walks within the ensemble to “hear what is really happening.” He “raises or furrows his 
eyebrows” and will “grimace” depending on what emotion the music inspires. It seems David’s 
facial expressions aid in conveying information to his students whether or not he is conducting. 
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 In terms of feedback, David believes that “what goes on in the band room, stays in the 
band room.” When disapproving of a student’s behavior or performance, he “tries to be honest 
and realistic.” He believes that “some students are not used to hearing the truth.” He will 
“verbally reprimand” students, but does not believe in “degrading their ethnicity, just the act.” 
David also feels that he gives more “critical analysis” when giving feedback. When the group 
performs well, he shows approval by talking “about the work it took to get there” and will give 
them a “thumbs up.”  
 David continues to work on his teaching even though he has many years of experience. 
He “works on having the students play more than he talks” and tries to keep his “statements 
brief.” He also would like to find a way to have “fewer discipline problems.” David seems to be 
very reflective regarding his behaviors and how they affect his students.  
Perceived versus Observed Events 
 David’s perception of his use of rehearsal time did not vary greatly across excerpts (see 
Appendix H). Ratings ranged from 7 to 8 for all excerpts; only one of the excerpts receiving an 8 
contained substantially more student response than teacher talk (see Table 25). However, the two 
excerpts that received ratings of 7 contained more teacher talk than student response. It seems 
probable that the variable of time spent in teacher talk and student response did not necessarily 
constitute all of David’s perceptions regarding his use of rehearsal time. 
 Similar results were found for the category of feedback. Ratings ranged from 6 to 8. The 
two highest rated excerpts (Excerpts 3 and 6) contained very different amounts of approval and 
disapproval. Excerpt 3 contained a ratio of 33/67% and Excerpt 6 contained 0/100%. Mixed 
results were also found for Excerpts 1, 2, 5, and 7. These excerpts received ratings of 7 even 
 
 110 
though the observed ratios ranged from 0/100% and 100/0%. There appears to be little evidence 
supporting David’s perceptions of his feedback due to the ratings given.  
 In terms of David’s clarity of voice, it appears that steady speech was not the only 
variable David considered when rating the excerpts. Excerpt 5 received the lowest rating (6) and 
contained 100% steady speech. Also, the two highest rated excerpts (Excerpts 3 and 7) contained 
89% and 73% steady speech, respectively. Therefore, it seems David may have been considering 
other variables when determining his perceptions. 
 Ratings of David’s perceptions of his nonverbal behaviors showed little variability across 
excerpts. Ratings ranged from 4 to 5. Reasoning for the ratings David selected compared to the 
observed events was not easily discernable. Excerpt 1, which contained the highest amount of 
expressive gesture (80%), no facial approvals, and somewhat low levels of eye contact (27%), 
received a rating of 5. Other excerpts receiving the same rating, however, contained 100% strict 
conducting. Additionally, excerpts receiving a rating of 4 also contained 100% strict conducting 
and similar levels of facial affect and eye contact.  
 Little variability was found in responses to David’s perceptions of pacing characteristics. 
Ratings in this category ranged from 7 to 8. Four of the five excerpts that received the higher 
rating did contain more student activity time than teacher activity time. However, of the two 
excerpts receiving the lower rating, only one contained more student activity time. Again, it 
seems that perceived and observed events do not necessarily support each other.  
Greg: Smithfield High School 
 Video Excerpts and Questionnaire 
 Forty-three students and Greg viewed and rated nine selected rehearsal segments. 
Descriptions of the director’s behavior demonstrated in each of the nine segments and other 
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related information is provided in Table 27. Mean student ratings and director ratings for each 
characteristic along with rankings based on total means can be found in Appendix H.  
 Student mean responses ranged from 6.76 to 9.51. Across excerpts, students rated the 
categories of presentation of information, verbal clarity, and conducting highest. Lowest ratings 
across excerpts were for pacing, musical information, and enthusiasm. Examination of student 
mean totals and rankings show that students rated Excerpt 2 highest followed by Excerpt 3, 
Excerpt 5, Excerpt 4, Excerpt 7, Excerpt 9, Excerpt 6, Excerpt 1, and Excerpt 8. Excerpt 2, the 
highest rated excerpt, contained one of only two concept rehearsal type excerpts in the 
investigation, more teacher talk than student response (67% to 33%), equal amounts of verbal 
approval and disapproval, some unsteady speech (27%), a very high amount of body movement 
(94%), almost equal amounts of expressive and strict conducting (40% to 60%), a low level of 
eye contact (25%), a high amount of neutral facial expressions (73%), some time spent off the 
podium, five activity changes, and longer mean teacher activity times than student activity times. 
Excerpt 8, the excerpt receiving the lowest ratings, contained drill type instruction, more teacher 
talk than student response (58% to 42%), only verbal approval, steady speech, no body 
movement, no expressive conducting, a very low level of eye contact (7%), a high amount of 
facial disapprovals and only a few approvals (75% to 25%), 27 activity changes, and almost 
equal mean teacher and student activity times.  
 A repeated measure ANOVA was calculated using Overall Teaching Effectiveness 
ratings comparing grade level (freshmen/sophomore, junior, and senior) and principal instrument 
(woodwind, and brass/percussion) of participating students. No significant differences were 
found for grade level and no significant interactions. A significant difference was revealed for 
principal instrument, F (1, 43) = 5.71, p = .021. Post hoc results of a Newman-Keuls multiple 
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comparison procedure showed that band members whose principal instrument belonged to the 
brass or percussion family (M = 8.65 – 9.45) rated excerpts significantly higher than their 
woodwind counterparts (M = 7.76 – 8.96).  
There was also a significant difference among excerpt ratings, F (8, 396) = 3.72, p = 
.0003. Post-hoc analysis using a Newman-Keuls multiple comparison procedure showed a 
significant difference between Excerpt 1 (M = 8.18) and Excerpt 2 (M = 9.18), Excerpt 3 (M = 
9.11), and Excerpt 5 (M = 9.13); Excerpt 2 (M = 9.18) and Excerpt 8 (M = 8.20); Excerpt 3 (M = 
9.11) and Excerpt 8 (M = 8.20); and Excerpt 5 (M = 9.13) and Excerpt 8 (M = 8.20). All other 
differences for overall teaching effectiveness ratings per excerpt were non-significant. Two of 
the three drill rehearsal type excerpts, Excerpts 1 and 8, were rated significantly lower than 
several of the other excerpts. This result indicates that the type of rehearsal instruction 
demonstrated in the video excerpt may influence student perceptions. 
Greg’s ratings of the video excerpts ranged from 3.00 to 9.00. Across excerpts, he rated 
conducting lowest and rated presentation of information highest. Greg, like his students, rated 
Excerpt 2 highest. Excerpt 8, Excerpt 7, Excerpts 4 and 6, Excerpt 5, Excerpts 1 and 9, and 
Excerpt 3 followed in ranking, respectively. Excerpt 3 contained structured rehearsal, less 
teacher talk than student response (37% to 63%), only verbal disapprovals, some unsteady 
speech (14%), a high level of body movement (75%), expressive and strict conducting (63% and 
38% respectively), a moderately low level of eye contact (31%), some facial approval and 
disapproval (9% and 27%), nine activity changes, and longer mean student activity time than 
mean teacher activity time. 
Greg and his students rated only three of the nine excerpts similarly. They both rated 
Excerpt 2 highest. Excerpt 1 was rated 7.5 by Greg and eighth by his students. Excerpt 4 was
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Table 27. Excerpt Descriptions for Smithfield High School 
 Excerpts 






















Rehearsal Type Drill Concept Structured Structured Drill Structured Structured Drill Structured 
Rehearsal Number 2 3 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 
Rehearsal Time 
Teacher Talk 50.00% 67.72% 37.01% 50.74% 73.58% 49.48% 54.55% 58.93% 63.33% 
Student Response 50.00% 32.28% 62.99% 49.26% 26.42% 50.52% 45.45% 41.07% 36.67% 
Verbal Teacher Behavior 
Approval/ 
   Disapproval Ratio 
33/67% 50/50% 0/100% 0/100% 50/50% – 67/33% 100/0% 67/33% 
Steady Speech 83% 73% 86% 75% 100% 100% 86% 100% 83% 
Nonverbal Teacher Behavior 
Body Movement 40% 94% 75% 45% 40% 25% 70% – 75% 
Conducting  
   Expressive 
– 40% 63% – – – – – – 
   Strict 100% 60% 38% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Eye Contact 4% 25% 31% 34% 53% 12% 30% 7% 28% 
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(table 27 continued) 
Facial  
   Approvals 
17% 9% 9% – – – – 25% – 
   Disapprovals 67% 18% 27% 56% 25% 14% 14% 75% 17% 
    Neutral 17% 73% 64% 44% 75% 86% 86% – 83% 
On Podium 100% 92% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Pacing Characteristics 
Activity Changes 13 5 9 7 21 7 18 27 14 
Teacher Activities 7 3 5 3 11 4 9 14 7 
Student Activities 6 2 4 4 10 3 9 13 7 
Mean Activity    
     Time* 
5.23 31.60 17.11 19.43 2.52 13.86 5.50 2.07 6.43 
Mean Teacher  
     Time 
4.86 35.67 11.40 23.00 3.55 12.00 6.00 2.36 8.14 
Mean Student  
     Time 
5.67 25.50 24.25 16.75 1.40 16.33 5.00 1.77 4.71 
Length of Excerpt 68 158 154 136 53 97 99 56 90 






rated 4.5 by Greg and fourth by his students. Surprisingly, Greg rated Excerpt 3 lowest and his 
students rated it second highest, and while Greg rated Excerpt 8 second highest, his students 
rated it lowest. No other major differences or similarities were found between rankings.  
Results from the Teacher Behavior Questionnaire are presented in Table 28. Mean 
student responses ranged from .21 to 3.93 with standard deviations ranging from .26 to 1.32. The 
teacher behaviors students perceived to occur least frequently were patting students on the back 
to show approval, highlighting a student’s or section’s accomplishments by selecting them as 
“Student/Section of the Week,” and showing approval by giving awards. Students perceived the 
following behaviors to occur often to very often: interacting with students outside of rehearsal 
time, using a variety of facial expressions like frowning, grimacing, or wrinkling forehead when 
students don’t perform well, gesturing while talking, maintaining eye contact, using conducting 
gestures to show how the music should be played, and varying voice volume and inflections.  
 Greg’s responses for the Teacher Behavior Questionnaire ranged from 0.00 to 4.00. He 
indicated that he never highlights a student or section’s accomplishments by selecting them as 
“Student/Section of the Week.” The behaviors he perceives to occur most frequently were 
looking at the band while talking, and making eye contact with individual students when 
speaking to them. Examination of individual item responses and especially student and director 
mean totals indicate that Greg and his perceive the frequency of his behaviors similarly.  
 Interviews- Case Portrait 
 Students at Smithfield High School describe Greg as being a “knowledgeable and 
thorough” teacher in several ways. He is “very enthusiastic about his job and seems to really care 
about [the students]. Several of the students indicated they had “a lot of respect for him” and his 
abilities as a teacher. He is “honest” and “ the way he explains things and takes the time to look 
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Table 28. Smithfield High School Student (n = 43) and Director Questionnaire Responses 
 Responses    
 
Low                             
High 
Student Director 
Question 0 1 2 3 4 M SD Response 
Uses words like “excellent” and  
     “great” when praising students  
     for performing well. 
 
– 2 20 14 7 2.60 .82 2.00 
Tells us that s/he appreciates our  
     attention and hard work. 
 
1 4 18 15 5 2.44 .91 2.00 
Uses a variety of facial expressions  
     like smiling, raising eyebrows,  
     and winking when someone does   
     something well. 
 
– 10 5 13 15 2.77 1.17 2.00 
Uses a variety of body movements to  
     show approval like nodding head,    
     clapping hands, making an O.K.    
     sign, and giving thumbs up. 
 
1 11 14 9 8 2.28 1.12 2.00 
Interacts or converses with students  
     outside of rehearsal time (before  
     or after class or school). 
 
– 1 2 6 34 3.70 .67 3.00 
Walks among the students during  
     class (e.g. gets off the podium). 
 
1 5 27 9 1 2.09 .72 3.00 
Pats students or myself on the back  
     to show approval or  
     congratulations. 
 
13 19 9 2 – 1.00 .85 2.00 
Highlights a student’s or section’s  
     accomplishments by selecting   
     them as “Student/Section of the  
     Week.” 
 
37 4 1 1 – .21 .60 0.00 
Arranges trips or parties for the band  
     to participate in. 
 
– 4 16 15 8 2.63 .90 3.00 
Shows approval by giving awards  
     likes medals, plaques, or trophies. 
 




(table 28 continued) 
Shows disapproval only when the  
     band or student(s) deserve(s) to  
     be punished.  
 
1 3 16 16 7 2.58 .93 3.00 
Uses words like “that’s terrible” and  
     “bad” when showing disapproval. 
 
1 4 11 20 7 2.65 .95 3.00 
Uses a variety of facial expressions  
     like frowning, grimacing, or  
     wrinkling forehead when students  
     don’t perform well. 
 
– 3 7 14 19 3.14 .94 3.00 
Points out bad examples of student’s  
     performance and behavior to the  
     entire class. 
 
– 15 14 9 5 2.09 1.02 2.00 
Steps off the podium while teaching. 
 
– 8 20 11 4 2.26 .88 3.00 
Gestures (uses hands) while talking  
     to class. 
 
– 1 3 11 28 3.53 .74 3.00 
Looks at the band while talking. 
 
– – – 3 40 3.93 .26 4.00 
Leads the band by using conducting  
     gestures that show how s/he  
     wants the music to be played. 
 
– – 2 5 36 3.79 .51 3.00 
Whispers or gets louder when trying  
     to make a point. 
 
– – – 12 31 3.72 .45 3.00 
Makes eye contact with individual  
     students when speaking to them. 
 
– – – 10 33 3.77 .43 4.00 
Uses a variety of vocal inflections  
     while talking to the class. 
 
– – 8 16 19 3.26 .76 3.00 
Moves toward and away from band  
     while conducting on the podium. 
 
3 7 12 6 15 2.53 1.32 3.00 
Mean total      2.66  2.68 
 
at every detail” allows his students to know exactly what is expected of them. Many of the 
students are enrolled in band because they get the opportunity “to express [themselves] through 
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the music and get a good feeling from playing the instrument and being in the ensemble.” 
Working “toward a common goal makes [the students] enthusiastic about band.” In particular, 
they enjoy how Greg “relates band to life in general…he really teaches [the students] life 
lessons.”  It seems there is an emphasis placed on developing as a person rather than just as a 
musician. 
 Greg’s verbal behaviors seem to be well developed. He is “easy to hear and makes it a 
point to make sure [the students] know what he wants…he is very expressive in how he speaks 
and the way he uses his hands.” Several students indicated that Greg will “get louder or softer” 
with his voice depending on what he wants done in the music. For instance, “checking for pitch 
or tone, he will say something really flat or really high.” After viewing the video excerpts, some 
students indicated they had not realized how Greg “explains things so thoroughly.” Greg also 
uses catch phrases. The most recollected phrase was “strive to reach perfection, knowing that 
you will never reach it.” This illustrates Greg’s passion for precision and how he impresses that 
upon his students. 
 Students also perceive Greg’s nonverbal behaviors to be “very clear.” They describe him 
as being “very expressive” and when it comes to conducting, “he knows what he is doing.” One 
student highlighted the clarity of his conducting by saying “it helps because [he] can see the 
beats even if [he] is not looking directly at [Greg].” When Greg moves off the podium and into 
the group, the students feel that it creates a more “personal way of teaching.” Their interaction 
becomes more “intimate” and creates variety instead of “just staying in one spot.”  
Students mostly related Greg’s facial expressions to showing approval and disapproval. 
He will have a “grin on his face” and “act more like a kid” when he shows approval. He also 
“smiles” and will “encourage [the students] to keep working towards the next performance.” 
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Students perceive Greg’s disapproval as being “critical in a constructive way.” Similar to his 
facial expressions when showing approval, he “has a lot of facial expressions that show 
disapproval; he raises his eyebrows a lot…when he is conducting to show disapproval or 
something is wrong.” Students seem to easily understand Greg’s approval and disapproval. 
Overall, student perceptions of Greg’s verbal and nonverbal teaching behaviors seem to 
be very positive. When asked what students would like to change about Greg’s teaching, the only 
response was that Greg would “give more confidence to encourage everyone to be better.” 
Otherwise, students seem perceive Greg’s teaching behaviors to be well refined.  
Similar to his students, Greg feels he is generally a good teacher. He contributes much of 
his success to “having high standards.” He believes in setting the bar extremely high when it 
comes to student performance. Greg believes he works best when there are few distractions. He 
believes the “more stuff [he] is doing or the more motion there is in the room that catches [his] 
attention, the less emphasis [he] can put on his ears.” He attributes his band’s sound to ‘blocking 
everything else out and listening, and teaching the kids to listen.” He feels his ability to listen is 
the “dominant reason for his success.” Greg also makes a point of “comparing band to everyday 
life.” He is not only concerned with his students being good band members while they are in 
school, but also away from the music environment. He often tells them that some “people never 
make a difference…the crowd’s level is getting lower and lower…are you willing to be just 
another member of the crowd?”  
In regards to his verbal behaviors, Greg has some differing perceptions from his students. 
He does not really seem aware of his verbal behaviors, although he feels that “he is doing ok 
with [varying his voice] because [he] get[s] the results” from the students. Greg specifically 
mentioned the video excerpts when discussing the use of his voice. He felt that he “did not think 
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[he] was clearly communicating anything” and thought it “was a jumbled mess up there.” Greg 
and his students did have similar perceptions of his use of catch phrases. He recollected the same 
saying in regards to “striv[ing] for total perfection.” In general, Greg and his students agree only 
somewhat in regards to his verbal behaviors. 
Like his verbal behaviors, Greg’s perceptions of his nonverbal behaviors are not 
necessarily identical to his students. Unlike them, Greg feels his conducting is not exemplary. He 
“never had any interest in [his] conducting or what [he] look[s] like on the podium and [he] just 
look[s] at [him]self as a teacher, not a conductor first. And probably not even a conductor 
second. It is just way low on [his] priority list.” Although he does feel it “does the job it needs 
to,” Greg places more emphasis on “producing good sounds and being in front of a group that 
has a sound that is totally locked in and totally in tune.” Greg also moves off the podium and into 
the ensemble as to “hear the group better.” Sometimes he will “just close his eyes and listen.” 
In terms of Greg’s feedback, he does not feel he motivates his students enough through 
his feedback. He believes he “is not doing a good job in that area of motivation,” and wants “to 
push them further and further.” Although “it should not be this way, but it seems like the more 
upset [he is], the better results [he] get[s].” Therefore, Greg tends to be more disapproving than 
approving.  
When asked if he would like to change anything about his teaching, Greg indicated that 
he wished he were more efficient. He feels that he “does not always have the right answers, but 
[he] always knows the wrong ones.” He “may not always be able to fix the problem, but [he] can 
recognize it and wallow in the problem until [they] get something better.” He does, however, feel 
like he gets “through the problems that [he] hear[s].” Perhaps it is the constant striving to 
improve that is Greg’s best asset as a band director. 
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Perceived versus Observed Events 
Greg’s ratings of his use of rehearsal time ranged from 5 to 8 (see Table 27). The excerpt 
containing more student response than teacher talk (Excerpt 3) received the lowest rating (see 
Appendix H). However, Excerpt 5, which contained the highest amount of teacher talk (74%), 
received a rating of 7. Two excerpts received the highest rating, an 8. One of these excerpts 
(Excerpt 2), contained a substantially higher amount of teacher talk than student response. There 
appears to be little evidence to support the conclusions that Greg arrived at based solely on 
teacher talk and student response times.  
 In terms of Greg’s ratings of his feedback, it appears that observed events might support 
his perceptions. Of the nine excerpts, three received Greg’s highest rating of an 8. These excerpts 
(Excerpts 2, 5, and 8) all contained high amounts of approval (50/50, and 100%). Excerpts 1, 3, 
and 9 received the lowest rating (6). These excerpts contained ratios ranging from 0/100% to 
67/33%. It seems Greg at least partly recognized and perceived the higher level of approval as 
being a positive characteristic. 
 Unlike the category of feedback, Greg’s perceptions of verbal clarity were not necessarily 
supported by the observed events. The excerpt receiving the highest rating, Excerpt 2, contained 
only 73% steady speech, which indicates a high level of repetition and/or hesitation within that 
excerpt. Additionally, the three excerpts that contained 100% steady speech received ratings of 
either 6 or 7. Excerpts 1 and 9 did contain low levels of steady speech (83%), but were not the 
excerpts containing the lowest amount.  
 In regards to Greg’s conducting, results indicate that observed events may in part support 
director perceptions. Greg rated Excerpt 2 highest (7). This excerpt contained 40% expressive 
conducting and high levels of facial affect. The next highest rated excerpt received the rating of 
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6. It contained the highest amount of expressive conducting and a moderately high level of eye 
contact. The remaining excerpts did not contain any expressive conducting and contained 
varying levels of facial affect. In all but two cases, these excerpts received a rating of 5. The 
remaining two only received a rating of 6. It seems that Greg’s perceptions of his nonverbal 
conducting behaviors may in part be based on observed events. 
 The final characteristic used for comparison was pacing. Ratings ranged from 3 to 7. 
Excerpt 3 contained the most student activity time, but received the lowest rating (3). However, 
two of the three highest rated excerpts, receiving ratings of 7, also contained longer student 
activity times than teacher activity times. The remaining excerpts received ratings of 5 or 6 and 
contained varying lengths of activity times. There appears to be minimal support for Greg’s 
ratings in relation to the variables of teacher and student activity times. 
Susan: Edwards High School 
 Video Excerpts and Questionnaire 
 Susan and 30 of her students viewed and rated eight selected rehearsal segments. Table 
29 contains descriptions of the behaviors demonstrated by Susan in each excerpt along with other 
pertinent information. Mean student ratings and director ratings for each characteristic, and mean 
student and director totals with rankings are provided in Appendix H.  
 Mean student responses ranged from 6.53 to 9.40. Across excerpts, students rated the 
categories of verbal clarity and overall teaching effectiveness highest, and pacing lowest. 
Examination of student mean totals for each excerpt reveal that students rated Excerpt 6 highest 
followed by Excerpts 4 and 8, Excerpt 5, Excerpt 2, Excerpt 3, Excerpt 1, and Excerpt 7. Excerpt 
6 contained structured practice rehearsal, more student response than teacher talk (65% to 35%), 
more verbal approval than disapproval (67% to 33%), steady speech throughout, a high amount 
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of body movement (70%), far more expressive conducting than strict (80% to 20%), a high 
amount of eye contact (58%), more facial disapprovals than approvals (29% to 14%), six total 
activity changes, and a longer amount of mean time spent in student activity than teacher 
activity. Excerpt 7, the lowest rated excerpt, contained drill rehearsal, almost equal amounts of 
teacher talk and student response (52% to 48%), only verbal disapprovals, some unsteady speech 
(17%), a high amount of body movement (88%), no expressive conducting, a high amount of eye 
contact (65%), no facial approvals with most intervals containing a neutral facial expression 
(83%), movement into the ensemble, 21 total activity changes, and almost equal amounts of 
mean teacher and student activity times.  
 Ratings from the Overall Teaching Effectiveness category were subjected to a repeated 
measures ANOVA comparing grade level (sophomore, junior, and senior) and principal 
instrument (woodwind, and brass/percussion). No significant differences were found for grade 
level or principal instrument and no significant interactions. However, a significant difference 
was found among excerpt ratings, F (7, 232) = 2.01, p = .05. Post-hoc analysis employing a 
Newman-Keuls multiple comparison procedure revealed a significant difference between 
Excerpt 6 (M = 9.33) and Excerpt 7 (M = 8.43). No other significant differences for Overall 
Teaching Effectiveness mean ratings per excerpt were found. Excerpt 7, the lower rated excerpt 
contains drill type rehearsal, almost equal amounts of teacher talk and student response (52 to 
48%), no facial or verbal approvals, and no expressive conducting. Excerpt 6, a structured 
rehearsal type excerpt, had more student response than teacher talk (35% and 65%, respectively), 
quite a bit of verbal approval (67%), steady speech throughout, and high levels of expressive 
conducting (80%). Therefore, it seems many factors may influence student ratings 
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Table 29. Excerpt Descriptions for Edwards High School 
 Excerpts 






Russian Ricecare Russian Ricecare 
Washington 
Grays 
Rehearsal Type Structured Structured Drill Structured Structured Structured Drill Concept 
Rehearsal Number 2 2 3 3 4 5 5 3 
Rehearsal Time 
Teacher Talk 26.32% 38.66% 60.16% 46.99% 42.86% 34.95% 51.95% 79.12% 
Student Response 73.68% 61.34% 39.84% 53.01% 57.14% 65.05% 48.05% 20.88% 
Verbal Teacher Behavior 
Approval/Disapproval  
          Ratio 
33/67% 25/75% – 50/50% – 67/33% 0/100% 67/33% 
Steady Speech 80% 75% 82% 100% 100% 100% 83% 86% 
Nonverbal Teacher Behavior 
Body Movement 93% 100% 82% 100% 71% 70% 88% 83% 
Conducting   
       Expressive 
50% 60% – 75% 25% 80% – – 
       Strict 50% 40% 100% 25% 75% 20% 100% 100% 





(table 29 continued) 
Facial  
       Approvals 
22% – 11% 17% 33% 14% – 50% 
       Disapprovals 33% 75% 22% 17% 17% 29% 17% – 
       Neutral 44% 25% 67% 67% 50% 57% 83% 50% 
On Podium 100% 100% 36% 100% 100% 100% 14% 22% 
Pacing Characteristics 
Activity Changes 7 5 23 7 5 6 21 7 
Teacher Activities 4 3 12 4 3 3 11 4 
Student Activities 3 2 11 3 2 3 10 3 
Mean Activity Time* 16.29 23.80 5.56 11.86 16.80 17.17 3.67 13.00 
Mean Teacher Time 7.50 15.33 6.42 9.75 12.00 12.00 3.64 18.00 
Mean Student Time 28.00 36.50 4.64 14.67 24.00 22.33 3.70 6.33 
Length of Excerpt 114 119 128 83 84 103 77 91 







including rehearsal type, time spent in teacher talk versus student response, verbal and facial 
approval/disapproval ratios, and use of conducting gesture.  
 Susan’s ratings of the video excerpts ranged from 4.00 to 10.00. Across excerpts, she 
rated the categories of verbal clarity and use of rehearsal time highest, and the category of 
conducting lowest. Examination of director mean totals show that Susan rated Excerpt 4 highest 
followed by Excerpts 1, 6 and 7, Excerpt 2, Excerpt 5, and Excerpt 3. Excerpt 4 contained 
structured type rehearsal, slightly more student response than teacher talk (53% to 47%), equal 
amounts of verbal approval and disapproval, steady speech, body movement throughout, a very 
high percentage of expressive conducting (75%), a low level of eye contact (18%), 
predominantly neutral facial expressions (67%) with equal amounts of facial approval and 
disapproval, no movement off podium, seven total activity changes, and longer mean student 
activity time than director activity time. The lowest rated excerpt by Susan, Excerpt 3, contained 
drill type rehearsal, more teacher talk than student response (60% to 40%), no verbal approvals 
or disapprovals, some unsteady speech (18%), no expressive conducting, a high amount of eye 
contact (72%), mostly neutral facial expressions (67%) with more facial disapprovals than 
approvals (22% to 11%), a long period of time spent off podium, 23 activity changes, and longer 
teacher activity times than student times.  
 Comparison of student and teacher rankings based on mean totals showed that Susan and 
her students rated Excerpts 2, 4, and 8 similarly. Excerpt 2 was rated sixth by Susan and fifth by 
her students. Excerpt 4 was rated highest by Susan and tied for second by her students. Lastly, 
Excerpt 8 was rated second highest by Susan and also tied for second by her students. No 
similarities were found between rankings of Excerpts 1, 3, 5, 6, and 7. 
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 Results from the Teacher Behavior Questionnaire are presented in Table 30. Mean 
student responses ranged from .63 to 3.80 with standard deviations ranging from .41 to 1.15. The 
teacher behavior students perceived to occur least frequently was highlighting a student or 
section’s accomplishments by selecting them as “Student/Section of the Week.” All other teacher 
behaviors were perceived by students to at least occur “occasionally.” Students perceived the 
following behaviors to occur “often” to “very often:” using words like “excellent” and “great” 
when praising students for performing well, uses a variety of facial expressions like smiling, 
raising eyebrows, and winking when someone does something well, interacts or converses with 
students outside of rehearsal time, walks among students during class, steps off podium while 
teaching, gestures while talking to class, looks at band while talking, uses conducting gestures 
that show how she wants the music to be played, whispers or gets louder when trying to make a 
point, makes eye contact with individual students when speaking to them, and uses a variety of 
vocal inflections while talking to the class.  
 Susan’s responses to the Teacher Behavior Questionnaire ranged from 1.00 to 3.00. 
Susan perceives that she rarely pats students on the back to show approval, highlights a student’s 
or section’s accomplishments by selecting them as “Student/Section of the Week,” uses words 
like “that’s terrible” and “bad” when showing disapproval, and points out bad examples of 
student’s performance and behavior to the entire class. Susan perceives that she often uses words 
like “excellent” and “great” when praising students for performing well, interacts or converses 
with students outside of rehearsal time, walks among the students during class, shows approval 
by giving awards, shows disapproval only when the band or student(s) deserve(s) to be punished, 
steps off the podium while teaching, looks at the band while talking, and makes eye contact with 
individual students when speaking to them. Student and director responses were similar for 
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Table 30. Edwards High School Student (n = 30) and Director Questionnaire Responses 
 Responses    
 Low                                High Student Director 
Question 0 1 2 3 4 M SD Response 
Uses words like “excellent” and  
     “great” when praising students   
     for performing well. 
 
– – 5 17 8 3.10 .66 3.00 
Tells us that s/he appreciates our  
     attention and hard work. 
 
– 3 12 11 4 2.53 .86 2.00 
Uses a variety of facial expressions  
     like smiling, raising eyebrows,    
     and winking when someone does      
     something well. 
 
– 1 6 11 12 3.13 .86 2.00 
Uses a variety of body movements to  
     show approval like nodding head,   
     clapping hands, making an O.K.  
     sign, and giving thumbs up. 
 
– 2 7 11 10 2.97 .93 2.00 
Interacts or converses with students  
     outside of rehearsal time (before    
     or after class or school). 
 
– – 10 9 11 3.03 .85 3.00 
Walks among the students during  
     class (e.g. gets off the podium). 
 
– – 4 17 9 3.17 .65 3.00 
Pats students or myself on the back  
     to show approval or  
     congratulations. 
 
1 6 10 12 1 2.20 .92 1.00 
Highlights a student’s or section’s  
     accomplishments by selecting  
     them as “Student/Section of the  
     Week.” 
 
17 8 4 1 – .63 .85 1.00 
Arranges trips or parties for the band  
     to participate in. 
 
2 5 12 7 4 2.20 1.10 2.00 
Shows approval by giving awards  
     likes medals, plaques, or trophies. 
 




(table 30 continued) 
Shows disapproval only when the  
     band  or student(s) deserve(s) to  
     be punished.  
 
– 2 11 13 4 2.63 .81 1.00 
Uses words like “that’s terrible” and  
     “bad” when showing disapproval. 
 
1 4 14 9 2 2.23 .90 1.00 
Uses a variety of facial expressions  
     like frowning, grimacing, or  
     wrinkling forehead when students  
     don’t perform well. 
 
1 1 12 12 4 2.57 .90 2.00 
Points out bad examples of student’s  
     performance and behavior to the  
     entire class. 
 
– 8 6 10 6 2.47 1.11 1.00 
Steps off the podium while teaching. 
 
– – 6 11 13 3.23 .77 3.00 
Gestures (uses hands) while talking  
     to class. 
 
– – 2 10 18 3.53 .63 2.00 
Looks at the band while talking. 
 
– – – 6 24 3.80 .41 3.00 
Leads the band by using conducting  
     gestures that show how s/he  
     wants the music to be played. 
 
– – 2 4 24 3.73 .58 2.00 
Whispers or gets louder when trying  
     to make a point. 
 
– 3 5 7 15 3.13 1.04 2.00 
Makes eye contact with individual  
     students when speaking to them. 
 
– – 1 10 19 3.60 .56 3.00 
Uses a variety of vocal inflections  
     while talking to the class. 
 
– – 5 14 11 3.20 .71 2.00 
Moves toward and away from band  
     while conducting on the podium. 
 
1 4 7 9 9 2.70 1.15 2.00 




several of the questionnaire items, however, Susan tended to rate the frequency of her behaviors 
lower than her students. Student and director mean totals indicate that Susan and her students 
perceive the frequency of her behaviors similarly overall. 
 Interviews- Case Portrait 
 All students that participated in interviews perceive Susan to be an accomplished teacher. 
She is described as “enthusiastic,” “detail oriented,” and “helpful.” She “makes sure [students] 
get it” and “gets things done.” She does not “talk to [students] like [they] are stupid; it’s real 
respectful.” They enjoy being a band member because of the “people you meet and friends you 
make.” They also take pleasure in playing an instrument and performing the literature Susan 
selects. Given that “as a band director, [they] look up to her and respect her for what she does,” it 
seems Susan’s students perceive her to be a fine teacher. 
 Students described Susan’s verbal teaching behaviors as being “easy to understand.” She 
“sometimes becomes more animated with her vocal inflection” which allows her students to 
“understand what is important.” Her use of voice “makes [them] know if [they] need to get 
louder or softer, staccato or legato, and if [they] are flat or sharp; she will like make noises and 
facial expressions.” Students indicated that they do not notice Susan using fillers during 
rehearsal. She is “very clear” when speaking. 
 Some student’s indicated that they “do not really use her voice as a guide really, they use 
her conducting more as a guide.” Students find Susan’s conducting to be “easy to understand.” 
One student indicated “she is real direct with her conducting” and that it is easy to recognize 
“exactly what she is trying to do [with the music] when she is conducting.” In regards to moving 
off the podium and into the ensemble, students feel that it makes them “try harder” and “makes 
[them] a lot more focused.” Moving into the ensemble also shows the “close interaction” that 
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Susan tries to have with her students.  Her nonverbal behaviors seem to be easily understood by 
her students. 
 Susan’s use of feedback is shown through both verbal and nonverbal means. Many 
students revealed that they perceive a great deal of feedback from Susan through her facial 
expressions. She will “smile,” “get a look of satisfaction on her face,” “nod,” “frown,” or “put 
her head down” when giving feedback. She will also give nonverbal approval in the form of 
what the students term as “love taps.” These are pats on the back that show students how pleased 
Susan is with their performance. One student describes “love taps” as receiving “a beating of 
happiness.” In addition, Susan is “honest” and will tell the students that they have done a “good 
job” or that they need to “go practice.” Students indicated that she is more disapproving than 
approving, and that her disapproval makes them “feel like [they] let her down.” She does, 
however, give students the tools to remedy their performance problems. Not only does she 
identify the musical issues students are encountering, she also “tells [them] how to fix it.” Like 
other cases, this may indicate a perception of critical analysis among students. 
 Most students indicated that they would not change anything about Susan’s teaching. One 
student, however, would like Susan to “give more feedback” and “make [us] more motivated.” 
Nonetheless, Susan’s students perceive her to be an exceptional band director. Her rapport with 
the students seems to be highly developed.  
   Susan’s responses to interview questions also show a great deal of care in regards to her 
students. She believes one of the reasons she has been successful as a band director is due to 
“knowing [her] students” abilities. She describes herself as “intense, logical, and positive.” She 
also tries to “treat [her students] with respect, because if [she] want[s] the kids to be respectful 
and responsible, then they need to be treated that way.” She believes she treats her students much 
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like how you treat a “step-child.” It seems Susan believes creating an environment in which 
relationships among band participants are respected and desired can only benefit the overall 
program. 
 In terms of verbal behaviors, Susan believes that presenting information needs to be 
somewhat “dramatic.” She tries “not to be too dramatic” but feels that “just the inflection” of 
one’s voice can aid in students understanding of the material. Susan believes that “it comes into 
[her] teaching in a very natural way.” She feels she rarely uses fillers and the catch phrases she 
does use are related to musical instruction. For instance, she uses “day-to-day” as a rhythmic 
device for learning dotted quarter sixteenth note rhythms.  
 Susan finds her nonverbal behaviors to be an important part of teaching band. While she 
describes herself as a “better teacher than a conductor,” she does feel conducting is important in 
relaying information to students. She would like to “be more free” with her conducting gestures 
and feels she “makes sure everything is clear” to her students and tries to “stay out of their way.”  
Susan also uses facial expressions to convey information to her students. However, she mostly 
relates them to showing feedback. 
 Susan will “smile,” “nod,” or “wink at them” when showing approval. Like her students, 
she mentioned giving “love taps,” although she did not refer to them as such. She says she 
“might walk by them and pat them on the shoulder” to show approval. She believes that it helps 
to motivate students as “everybody wants to know that they have your approval.” When 
discussing disapproval, Susan indicated that she finds it “hard because that is what [a band 
director’s] job is most of the time. It is to correct the wrong notes and correct the intonation 
issues…” She believes that if band directors “are not careful, it can become a disapproval kind of 
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experience. Even though that’s correcting a wrong note, [she is] not really disapproving of 
them.” Therefore, Susan tries to find a “balance between approving and disapproving.”  
 When asked whether she would like to change anything about her teaching, Susan 
revealed that she would like to “improve [her] conducting” and “be more approving.” She also 
indicated that she would like to have more of an “intimidation [factor] in a positive way” on her 
students. While Susan is an experienced teacher, she still reflects on her behaviors and identifies 
aspects she would like to improve upon. 
Perceived versus Observed Events 
Comparison of Susan’s ratings for use of rehearsal time to the excerpt description data 
reveals little variability across excerpts (Table 29 and Appendix H). Susan’s ratings for the use 
of rehearsal time category ranged from 8 to 9. The three excerpts receiving the lower rating all 
contained higher amounts of student response time than teacher talk. In addition, of the five 
excerpts receiving a rating of 9, three contained more teacher talk than student response time. It 
seems observed events do not necessarily support Susan’s perceptions. 
Observed verbal approval and disapproval were presented as percentage ratios in Table 
29 and compared to Susan’s ratings reported for the feedback category in Appendix H. Susan 
rated Excerpt 4 highest (9), which contained a ratio of 50/50%. Excerpt 7 contained no approval 
and received the lowest rating (6). The remaining excerpts containing feedback contained ratios 
of 25/75% to 67/33% and all received ratings of 8. Therefore, it seems that Susan’s perceptions 
were only partly supported by the observed events. 
In terms of steady speech and verbal clarity, Susan’s perceptions were not necessarily 
supported and her responses were only slightly variable. Ratings ranged from 9 to 10. For 
instance, Excerpt 3 received a rating of 10 even though it contained only 82% steady speech. 
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Three excerpts containing 100% steady speech (Excerpts 4, 5, and 6) received ratings of 9. 
Again, it appears that observed events might not support Susan’s perceptions. 
Susan’s perceptions of her conducting behaviors were mostly supported when compared 
to observed events. She rated Excerpt 4 highest (8). It contained a high amount of expressive 
conducting gestures (75%) and some varying facial affect. Furthermore, Susan rated Excerpt 3 
lowest (4). This excerpt contained 100% strict conducting, although it did contain the highest 
level of eye contact. Little discrimination was found for the remaining six excerpts as they 
received ratings of 6 or 7. 
Pacing characteristics were also examined and compared with Susan’s ratings for the 
category of pacing. Five of the eight excerpts contained more student activity time than teacher 
activity time. However, the three excerpts receiving the highest ratings (9) were all mixed in 
relation to activity times. Excerpt 3 contained more teacher activity time. Excerpt 4 contained 
more student activity time, and Excerpt 7 contained almost equal amounts of student and teacher 
activity time. Therefore, it seems that Susan may have taken other factors into account when 
determining her perceptions of the pacing contained in the excerpts.  
Linda: Duncan High School 
 Video Excerpts and Questionnaire 
 Participating students (N = 38) and Linda viewed and rated seven selected rehearsal 
segments. Table 31 contains descriptions of the director’s behavior demonstrated in each of the 
seven segments. Mean student ratings and director ratings for each characteristic within each 
video excerpt, overall mean student ratings and overall director ratings, and excerpt rankings are 
provided in Appendix H.  
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 Mean student responses ranged from 5.34 to 9.26. Students rated the categories of 
musical information and pacing lowest, while verbal clarity was rated highest across excerpts. 
Mean student totals and rankings show that students rated Excerpt 1 highest, followed by 
Excerpt 6, Excerpt 2, Excerpt 7, Excerpt 4, Excerpt 3, and Excerpt 5. Teaching characteristics 
demonstrated in the highest rated excerpt included structured type rehearsal, slightly more 
teacher talk than student response (56% to 44%), equal amounts of verbal approval and 
disapproval, some unsteady speech (17%), a very high level of body movement (89%), more 
strict conducting than expressive (67% to 33%), a very low level of eye contact (8%), more 
facial disapprovals than approvals (33% to 17%), seven total activity changes, and almost equal 
mean student and teacher activity times. The lowest rated excerpt contained drill type rehearsal, 
more teacher talk than student response (62% to 38%), more verbal disapproval than approval 
(66% to 34%), steady speech throughout, a low level of body movement (33%), no expressive 
conducting, a low level of eye contact (13%), no facial disapprovals, seventeen total activity 
changes, and slightly longer mean teacher activity times than mean student activity times.  
 Ratings from the Overall Teaching Effectiveness category were subjected to a repeated 
measures ANOVA comparing grade level (freshmen/sophomore, junior, and senior) and 
principal instrument (woodwind, and brass/percussion). No significant differences were found 
for grade level, principal instrument, or excerpt ratings. There were also no significant 
interactions.  
 Linda’s ratings of the seven video excerpts ranged from 4.00 to 10.00. Across excerpts, 
she rated the category of conducting far lower than the other categories, and verbal clarity higher 
than any other category. In regards to mean total director ratings, Linda rated Excerpt 6 highest, 
followed by Excerpt 1, Excerpt 2 and 7, Excerpt 3 and 4, and Excerpt 5. Teaching 
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Table 31. Excerpt Descriptions for Duncan High School 
 Excerpts 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Piece En Gedi En Gedi Sunrise Sunrise Sunrise Amporita Sunrise 
Rehearsal Type Structured Structured Structured Structured Drill Structured Structured 
Rehearsal Number 2 3 3 4 5 5 4 
Rehearsal Time 
Teacher Talk 56.41% 30.48% 68.32% 44.00% 62.32% 43.48% 73.02% 
Student Response 43.59% 69.52% 31.68% 56.00% 37.68% 56.52% 26.98% 
Verbal Teacher Behavior 
Approval/ 
   Disapproval Ratio 
50/50% 0/100% 57/43% 34/66% 34/66% 34/66% 34/66% 
Steady Speech 83% 75% 73% 78% 100% 100% 100% 
Nonverbal Teacher Behavior 
Body Movement 89% 57% 54% 46% 33% 90% 40% 
Conducting    
       Expressive 
33% 50% – 50% – 67% – 
       Strict 67% 50% 100% 50% 100% 33% 100% 






(table 31 continued) 
Facial  
       Approvals 
17% 14% 36% 18% 40% 33% 50% 
       Disapprovals 33% 29% 9% 18% – 17% 25% 
       Neutral 50% 57% 55% 64% 60% 50% 25% 
On Podium 100% 100% 100% 67% 100% 100% 100% 
Pacing Characteristics 
Activity Changes 7 5 17 10 17 7 5 
Teacher Activities 4 3 9 5 9 4 3 
Student Activities 3 2 8 5 8 3 2 
Mean Activity Time* 11.14 21.00 10.56 17.50 4.06 13.14 12.60 
Mean Teacher Time 11.00 10.67 12.22 15.40 4.78 10.00 15.33 
Mean Student Time 11.33 36.50 6.38 19.60 3.25 17.33 8.50 
Length of Excerpt 78 105 161 175 69 92 63 






behaviors demonstrated in the highest rated excerpt included structured type rehearsal, more 
student response (56%) than teacher talk (44%), more verbal disapproval (66%) than approval 
(34%), steady speech throughout, a very high amount of body movement (90%), far more 
expressive conducting than strict conducting (67/33%), a moderate level of eye contact (42%), 
more facial approvals than disapprovals (33% to 17%), seven total activity changes, and longer 
mean student activity time than mean teacher activity time.  
 The excerpt Linda rated lowest overall was Excerpt 7, the same excerpt that her students 
rated lowest, and therefore, the description of the teaching behaviors found in the excerpt was 
previously given. Of all the cases presented in this study, Linda and her students rated the 
excerpts most similarly. Rankings of student and director mean totals revealed that Linda and her 
students ranked each video excerpt either identically or within one place.  
Responses to the Teacher Behavior Questionnaire are presented in Table 32. Mean 
student responses ranged from .39 to 3.84 with standard deviations ranging from .44 to 1.26. 
Students perceived the teacher behaviors of “highlighting a student’s or section’s 
accomplishments by selecting them as “Student/Section of the Week,” “patting students on the 
back to show approval or congratulations,” and “shows approval by giving awards” to occur the 
least frequently. Students perceived several teaching behaviors to occur often to very often. 
These included “using words like excellent and great when praising students,” “using a variety of 
facial expressions to show approval and disapproval,” “using a variety of body movements to 
show approval,” “interacting with students outside of rehearsal time,” “gestures while talking,” 
“maintains eye contact with the group or individuals,” “using conducting gestures to show how 
the music should be played,” “whispers or gets louder to make a point,” and “uses a variety of 
vocal inflections.”  
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 Linda’s responses to the Teacher Behavior Questionnaire ranged from 0.00 to 4.00. She 
indicated that she never “points out bad examples of student’s performance and behavior to the 
entire class,” and rarely “uses words like ‘that’s terrible’ and ‘bad’ when showing disapproval.” 
She also perceived the following behaviors to occur very often: “uses a variety of facial 
expressions,” “uses a variety of body movements,” “interacts with students outside of rehearsal 
time,” “pats students on the back to show approval or congratulations,” “steps off podium while 
teaching,” “gestures while talking to the class,” “looks at the band while talking,” “uses 
conducting gestures that show how the music should be played,” “whispers or gets louder to 
make a point,” “makes eye contact with individual students when speaking to them,” and “uses a 
variety of vocal inflections.” 
 Linda and her students responded to most of the questionnaire items similarly. However, 
a large discrepancy was found between student and director responses for the item concerning 
showing students approval by patting them on the back. Students mean responses indicate the 
behavior to occur “rarely” to “occasionally” while Linda’s response indicates she did this 
“often.” Students mean responses for “highlighting a student’s or section’s accomplishments” 
show that students perceive this behavior occurs “never” to “rarely.” Linda indicated she did this 
“occasionally.” Student mean responses for the items “using words like “that’s terrible” and 
“bad” when showing disapproval” and “pointing out bad examples of student’s performance and 
behavior to the entire class” indicated that they perceive these behaviors to occur “occasionally” 
to “often.” Linda, however, indicated these behaviors occurred “rarely” and “never,” 







Table 32. Duncan High School Student (n = 38) and Director Questionnaire Responses 
 Responses    
 Low                                 High Student Director 
Question 0 1 2 3 4 M SD Response 
Uses words like “excellent” and  
     “great” when praising students    
     for performing well. 
 
– 1 7 14 16 3.18 .83 3.00 
Tells us that s/he appreciates our  
     attention and hard work. 
 
1 2 11 19 5 2.66 .88 3.00 
Uses a variety of facial expressions  
     like smiling, raising eyebrows,  
     and winking when someone does   
     something well. 
 
– – 3 11 24 3.55 .65 4.00 
Uses a variety of body movements to  
     show approval like nodding head,    
     clapping hands, making an O.K.    
     sign, and giving thumbs up. 
 
– – 6 14 18 3.32 .74 4.00 
Interacts or converses with students  
     outside of rehearsal time (before   
     or after class or school). 
 
– 1 3 13 21 3.42 .76 4.00 
Walks among the students during  
     class (e.g. gets off the podium). 
 
– 3 8 17 10 2.89 .89 3.00 
Pats students or myself on the back  
     to show approval or  
     congratulations. 
 
6 9 12 6 5 1.87 1.26 4.00 
Highlights a student’s or section’s  
     accomplishments by selecting  
     them as “Student/Section of the  
     Week.” 
 
28 6 3 1 – .39 .75 2.00 
Arranges trips or parties for the band  
     to participate in. 
 
2 3 13 15 5 2.47 1.01 3.00 
Shows approval by giving awards  
     likes medals, plaques, or trophies. 
 




(table 32 continued) 
Shows disapproval only when the  
     band or student(s) deserve(s) to    
     be punished.  
 
1 1 12 18 6 2.71 .87 2.00 
Uses words like “that’s terrible” and  
     “bad” when showing disapproval. 
 
– 3 9 17 9 2.84 .89 1.00 
Uses a variety of facial expressions  
     like frowning, grimacing, or  
     wrinkling forehead when students  
     don’t perform well. 
 
– 1 7 12 18 3.24 .85 3.00 
Points out bad examples of student’s  
     performance and behavior to the  
     entire class. 
 
1 10 9 11 7 2.34 1.15 0.00 
Steps off the podium while teaching. 
 
1 3 13 14 7 2.61 .97 4.00 
Gestures (uses hands) while talking  
     to class. 
 
– 1 6 13 18 3.26 .83 4.00 
Looks at the band while talking. 
 
– – 1 4 33 3.84 .44 4.00 
Leads the band by using conducting  
     gestures that show how s/he  
     wants the music to be played. 
 
– – 1 11 26 3.66 .53 4.00 
Whispers or gets louder when trying  
     to make a point. 
 
1 3 3 9 22 3.26 1.08 4.00 
Makes eye contact with individual  
     students when speaking to them. 
 
– – 2 12 24 3.58 .60 4.00 
Uses a variety of vocal inflections  
     while talking to the class. 
 
– 2 6 12 18 3.21 .91 4.00 
Moves toward and away from band  
     while conducting on the podium. 
 
1 1 10 15 11 2.89 .95 3.00 






 Interviews- Case Portrait 
 Students in Linda’s band describe her as “a great teacher.” She is “unique” and “cares” 
about her students and producing high quality music. They also perceive her to be 
“knowledgeable,” and “unremitting” in her standards. Her students believe she is a good teacher 
due to “her approach with the [students]. “She knows how to get things across to [them] and 
other people…and she has more knowledge than other directors.” There seems to be a special 
rapport between Linda and her students.  
 The relationship members of the band have with one another and Linda seems to be very 
important to the students. When asked what aspects of band membership are most enjoyable, 
some indicated the camaraderie felt within the ensemble. Students describe it as being “like one 
big family.” One student indicated that if she were not in band, she “would be lost.” Students 
may have a strong sense of family because of the emphasis Linda places on building positive 
relationships with students. For example, on the first day of band camp Linda “goes through and 
learns everybody’s name, like 200 something kids and she remembers them all.” In addition, 
Linda often refers to her students as her “band babies.” For these reasons, it seems that Linda’s 
students perceive a sense of family within their ensemble. 
 In regards to Linda’s verbal teaching behaviors, students perceive her to be highly 
variable in her behavior. Students perceive that she “will get louder if she wants her point 
driven.” She also says, “This is important” in order to ensure students are focused and 
understand the magnitude of the information being presented. Students also indicated that Linda 
only uses fillers “when she is nervous” or when “she is trying to get [students] to figure out 
exactly what she wants [them] to do.” Otherwise, Linda is very clear and easy to understand.  
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 Students perceive Linda’s nonverbal teaching behaviors to be very advanced and feel 
they receive more information from her conducting rather than verbal discourse. One student that 
had participated in several honor groups described her as “the best conductor that I have ever 
been with.” Students know “if her arms are out, she wants it to be big and bold; when her arms 
are down, she wants us to be soft; if she is pointing to a group, she wants them to bring it out. 
You can tell how she wants thing to be played by what she does.” She also “shows her emotions 
through her conducting a lot” and “uses her face a lot” to help convey the mood of the music. It 
seems Linda’s students have learned to read her nonverbal behaviors very well.  
 When showing approval and disapproval, Linda uses a variety of behaviors. Students 
indicated she will “smile and beam with pride,” “nod her head,” “joke with us,” and 
“compliment [the students] on the performance.” Students feel that Linda “only gets mad for a 
reason.” When she does show disapproval, she also uses both verbal and nonverbal behaviors. 
She will “use her voice or her stare; it is like the eyes of death” and “will not make jokes in 
class.” She “catches [students] red handed if [they] are not doing what they are supposed to” and 
she will “tell you because she is straightforward with [students].” It seems Linda’s behaviors are 
quite varied.  
 Perhaps one of the most telling responses in regards to Linda’s teaching behaviors 
occurred when students were asked what they would change about her teaching. Without 
exception, every student revealed they would not change anything about Linda’s teaching. This 
may be a testament to her lengthy career and experience with high school age students. It appears 
she has mastered the ability to enable her students to recognize and accomplish what she wants. 
 Linda’s responses to interview questions created a very similar picture of her verbal and 
nonverbal teaching behaviors as her students. She believes she has been successful as a teacher 
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because she “expect[s] a lot of the kids…[she] loves what she does.” Linda feels that teaching 
band “keeps [her] young and makes [her] like what [she] does.” She describes her teaching as 
“descriptive” and “passionate.” She feels her teaching behaviors are the predominant reason for 
her success. 
 Like her students, Linda discussed the relationships she tries to encourage between 
members of the ensemble and herself. She recalled the “band babies” phrase she uses 
occasionally to describe the relationship she has with her students. Linda also revealed that one 
of the “biggest compliments” her students give her is “when they bring [her] their 
babies…because they think enough of [her] to come back and bring their child.” She seems very 
proud of the relationships she forges with her students. 
 In regards to her verbal behaviors, Linda replicated the responses of her students. She 
described an instance in which the “flutes were just screaming the notes out and not blending and 
balancing, just playing real real loud, and for some reason, [she] just screamed that one note at 
the same pitch they were playing. The group just hooted, but that was a point [she] made.” She 
often uses her voice to model how the students are performing or how she wants the students to 
perform. She will “say [she] is hearing too much clarinets” in a loud voice, or “less clarinets” in 
a soft voice. Illustrating her desires with her voice helps the students understand exactly what she 
wants.  
 Linda also uses her nonverbal behaviors to demonstrate how the group is performing. She 
tells her students that she is “going to conduct like how you are playing.” She will then conduct 
“crazy.” Next, she will tell them to watch her conduct as she “conducts the way [she] wants them 
to play.” Linda believes if “you do different things in rehearsal then the kids react 
differently…so when [she] get[s] on the podium, [she will] do something different when [she] 
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conduct[s] and [she] expect[s] the kids to react to it.” She also feels if “you are going to be 
stagnant on the podium, then [the students] are going to play that way; if you are vibrant, then 
they will be that way.” In addition to conducting, Linda also uses proximity to reach her 
students. Linda will walk through the ensemble when they are playing so she “can hear things 
differently” and “impress upon the students how [she] want[s] the music to be played.” In 
general, Linda believes “the students play to the personality of the band director.” 
 In terms of feedback, Linda feels she “no longer worries about disapproval anymore.” 
She feels her students can tell when she wants them to be quiet and disapproval is not needed to 
make them behave in the manner she wants. However, she also indicated that she “has many 
faces” and can sometimes be a “tyrant on the podium.” She also will “invite students out” of the 
program if they do not conform to her expectations. Given these descriptions, it is likely she 
conveys disapproval to her students at least on occasion. Unlike disapproval, Linda feels that she 
does show approval. She will “smile” or “tease them by [saying,] ‘What’s wrong? That sounds 
so good today!’” In some ways her feedback behaviors help to illustrate the type of relationship 
she perceives she has with her students.  
 When asked how she felt about the process of viewing and rating her behaviors, Linda 
revealed that she did not like much of what she viewed. She felt her “conducting is ok when she 
gets serious,” but felt her head was too “buried in the score.” She feels the lack of eye contact is 
very detrimental because “it is a communication thing…and if [she does not] communicate with 
the kids then how are they going to respond?” Even after having taught for more than three 





Perceived versus Observed Events 
 Linda’s ratings of her use of rehearsal time ranged from 4 to 8 (see Appendix H). Given 
the time spent in teacher talk and student response detailed in Table 31, it appears observed 
events do not necessarily support Linda’s perceptions. Excerpts 1, 6, and 7 received ratings of 8 
and contained more teacher talk, more student response, and far more teacher talk, respectively. 
Excerpt 5, which received a rating of 4, contained 63% teacher talk and 37% student response. 
The remaining excerpts received ratings of either 6 or 7 and contained either more teacher talk or 
more student response. Therefore, results indicate little support for Linda’s ratings based on the 
variable of time spent in teacher talk and student response. 
 Similarly, Linda’s perceptions of feedback were not supported by the observed data. The 
highest rated excerpt (Excerpt 9) contained a 50/50% ratio while the lowest rated excerpt 
(Excerpt 3) contained a ratio of 57/43%. Three of the four remaining excerpts contained ratios of 
34/66% and were rated either 7 or 8. It seems there is little support based on the 
approval/disapproval ratios.  
 There was however, support for some of Linda’s ratings in regards to steady speech. 
Excerpt 5, the highest rated excerpt, contained 100% steady speech and received a rating of 10. 
Still, two other excerpts that also contained 100% steady speech (Excerpts 6 and 7) were rated 8 
and 9, respectively. Excerpt 3, the lowest rated excerpt (8), contained the lowest amount of 
steady speech (73%). Therefore, it appears there is some support for Linda’s perceptions based 
upon her steady speech. 
 In regards to her nonverbal conducting behaviors, Linda’s ratings ranged from 4 to 9. The 
highest rated excerpt, Excerpt 6, contained the largest amount of observed expressive 
conducting. In addition, three of the four excerpts that received a rating of 4 contained either no 
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expressive conducting or equal amounts of strict and expressive conducting. It seems that in this 
case, the observed nonverbal behaviors do support Linda’s perceptions.  
 The final characteristic that was examined dealt with pacing. Linda’s ratings ranged from 
4 to 8 for the category of pacing. Time spent in teacher activity versus student activity varied 
throughout the excerpts. Excerpt 3 received the highest rating and contained more teacher 
activity than student activity time. Similarly, the lowest rated excerpt (Excerpt 5) also contained 
more teacher activity time than student activity. The remaining excerpts received ratings of either 
5 or 7 and were also mixed in regards to teacher and student activity times. Therefore, it seems 
that other factors must have been included in Linda’s decisions when rating her pacing 
behaviors.  
Summary 
 Examination of the teaching behaviors used by successful high school band directors and 
the perceptions of the students and directors involved provided information that may aid current 
and future band directors in developing effective verbal and nonverbal teaching behaviors. The 
following is a synthesis of the findings of this investigation. Results stated were found for the 
majority of cases unless stated otherwise. 
Successful high school band directors:  
• were more disapproving than approving 
• used complete sequential patterns of instruction (80%) 
o 2 most experienced directors used the basic complete pattern more than the less 
experienced directors (60%) 
o 2 least experienced directors used incomplete patterns more than the more 
experienced directors (27% and 37%) 
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• used a higher percentage of incomplete patterns in the Eastern region than Southern 
region 
• spent more time in student response than teacher talk 
• used fillers during rehearsal, but not to the point of distracting students 
• spent a large amount of time moving either while on the podium or within the ensemble 
• used more strict conducting gestures than expressive conducting gestures, with a wide 
range of observed expressive gestures (27-51%) 
• had a mostly neutral facial expression 
• varied the pitch of their voice, speak with a normal voice volume, and speak steadily with 
little hesitation and few repetitive phrases 
• looked at their music most frequently and spent the most time looking at the score 
• frequently glanced at the ensemble (lasting one second or less) 
• 2 least experienced maintained eye contact with the ensemble the least frequently 
• averaged longer mean student activity times than mean teacher activity times 
• used moderate to faster pacing in the South and slower to moderate pacing in the East 
Research question regarding student perceptions: 
• drill excerpts rated lowest 
• possible piece effect found for one case 
• excerpts containing more teacher talk than student response were rated lowest 
• excerpts containing more student response than teacher talk or relatively equal amounts 
of student response and teacher talk were rated highest 
• excerpts containing 100% strict conducting were rated lowest while excerpts containing 
some expressive conducting were rated highest 
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• excerpts containing 57% or lower levels of neutral facial expressions were rated higher  
• in 2 cases a significant difference in excerpt ratings by principal instrument were found 
• disapproving feedback thought of as “critique” rather than having a negative connotation 
• requested more praise  
• respect for director’s musical abilities and knowledge regardless of personal liking or 
disliking of director 
Research question regarding director perceptions: 
• similar to student perceptions, but generally more critical 
• directors are very reflective regarding their teaching behaviors 
• believe self-assessment is beneficial to improving ones teaching 
• rated excerpts containing more teacher talk than student response or similar amounts of 
teacher talk and student response highest 
• rated excerpts containing high levels of neutral facial expressions highest 
• rated excerpts containing no feedback, more disapproval than approval, or equal amounts 
of disapproval and approval lowest 
Research question regarding director perceptions versus observed events: 
• director perceptions did not consistently match observed events 





The purpose of the present investigation was to examine (a) how band directors differ in 
their use of selected verbal and nonverbal teaching behaviors, (b) how student’s and director’s 
perceive the director’s selected teaching behaviors, (c) to what extent student and director 
perceptions are similar, and (d) whether observed classroom events support director’s 
perceptions of their teaching behaviors. Both quantitative and qualitative techniques were used 
during the investigation. Quantitative measures included (a) systematic observation of directors’ 
use of sequential patterns of instruction, fillers, body movement, conducting gestures, facial 
expressions, speech speed, voice pitch, voice volume, eye contact, time spent on and off podium, 
and pacing, and (b) numerical ratings from the Teacher Behavior Evaluation Sheet, and (c) 
numerical ratings from the Teaching Behavior Questionnaire. Qualitative data was collected 
through student and director interviews. 
Verbal Behaviors 
 When examining directors’ use of sequential patterns of instruction for the component of 
task presentation type, results showed that the six participating high school band directors 
presented more direction tasks than academic tasks. However, previous research involving 
successful elementary music teachers found that they gave academic task presentations more 
than twice as often as direction task presentations (Hendel, 1993).  It is unclear if the difference 
in use of academic task presentations occurred because of the differences in the performance 
nature of elementary music classes versus high school ensembles, or if the videos used in the 
analysis of this investigation were recorded early in the learning process and therefore, directors 
were allowing students to become acclimated to the music by presenting fewer academic tasks.  
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However, the directors spent more actual rehearsal time in academic presentation and 
reinforcement than presentation of directions, social, and off-task components. All but one 
director allowed student performance to comprise more than 50% of total class time. This 
supports previous research in which expert teachers were found to spend more than half of class 
time in performance (Caldwell, 1980; Goolsby, 1996, 1999; Madsen, C. & Geringer, 1983). 
Greg, the director who only allowed for 33% of class time to be spent in student performance, 
spent far more time in presentation and reinforcement than the other five directors. It is not 
known, in this case, whether the students benefited from the additional time spent receiving 
academic presentations and reinforcement, however, providing students with the opportunity to 
apply musical knowledge being presented is a vital part of developing as a musician. Directors 
that do not provide enough time for their students to develop their musical skills may experience 
difficulty in building a successful band program.  
 Eighty percent of the sequential patterns used by the participating band directors were 
found to be complete patterns. Interestingly, the two most experienced directors in this study 
were found to use the basic complete pattern far more than their less experienced counterparts. It 
seems they may be best able to simplify their instruction in order for students to grasp the tasks 
presented and they are able to efficiently guide students through rehearsals. Also of note, the two 
least experienced directors were found to use the most incomplete patterns. This may show an 
inability of less experienced directors to give appropriate feedback when in the rehearsal setting.  
 Also in regards to feedback, directors in this investigation were found to be more 
disapproving (66%) than approving (44%). This supports previous research in that high school 
band directors use negative feedback more than positive feedback (Cavitt, 1998) and that band 
directors are highly disapproving (Yarbrough, 1988).  However, it is important to note that many 
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of the students participating in the interview portion of this study referred to their director’s 
disapproving feedback as a type of critical assessment. Rather than perceiving the disapproval 
with a negative connotation, students felt that it was the job of the directors to be focused on 
critiquing and improving the bands’ performance. Some students indicated they did not consider 
the critique to be a form of disapproval, but rather a means for improvement. Further support for 
this can be found by examining students’ ratings of excerpts with higher levels of disapproval. 
Students from each band rated these excerpts high even though the excerpt contained either more 
disapproval than approval, or disapproval alone. This finding supports Duke and Henninger’s 
(1998) study in which students receiving negative feedback indicated a positive attitude toward 
their experience as long as performance goals were met.  
This investigation also examined directors’ use of fillers. Quantitative results showed that 
all six band directors used fillers to some degree. Presenting information with excellent verbal 
clarity is important in ensuring students understanding. It seems logical that using fillers would 
impede student understanding, however, qualitative results revealed that students did not 
perceive their directors use of fillers as distracting in any manner. Furthermore, some students 
did not perceive their director to use fillers even when observation data showed otherwise. This 
may indicate that students become accustomed to their director’s filler use over time and 
eventually it does not register as a distraction. 
Nonverbal Behaviors 
 Using Yarbrough’s (1975) descriptions of high and low conductor magnitude, directors 
represented in this investigation could be described as possessing both high and low magnitude 
conductor characteristics. For instance, all directors showed high levels of motion during their 
teaching. They utilized body movement and moved off and on the podium.  They also spoke 
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using variable pitch while teaching and four of the six used expressive conducting gestures 
somewhat regularly. However, less variability was observed in regards to voice volume, facial 
approvals and disapprovals, use of expressive conducting gestures, and eye contact.   
 The lack of variability in facial expressions, low levels of eye contact, and the small 
amount of expressive conducting gestures used by two of the band directors, supports previous 
research that indicated some junior and senior high school band directors rarely use facial 
expression, eye contact, and expressive beat patterns in rehearsal (Sherrill, 1986). Directors 
maintained a neutral facial expression 70% of the time and eye contact with the music 49% to 
71% of the time. While it is unclear why there was little variability in regards to facial 
expressions, the lack of eye contact with the group may have been a result of the directors’ 
discomfort in terms of knowledge of the score. These findings are rather disturbing given that 
varying facial expression and maintaining eye contact has been found to positively affect 
perceptions of teaching effectiveness and student opinions (Fredrickson, 1992).  
Student Perceptions versus Director Perceptions versus Systematic Observation Data 
 Perhaps the most important outcome of this study is that student and director perceptions 
are related to the individuals involved and are situational. Each individual director brings to the 
table his/her own personal values, musical abilities, and teaching characteristics and therefore, 
creates a unique learning environment for their students. The students also bring their own 
experiences and knowledge into the ensemble. Each of the six band directors in this investigation 
is a successful teacher and his/her students have benefited from his/her unique instruction. They 
all use similar verbal and nonverbal teaching behaviors, but the extent of the use varies across 
cases. Therefore, it seems there is no exact prescription for maintaining a high quality ensemble.  
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 Music teacher preparation programs may want to emphasize that successful band 
directors use varying degrees of the verbal and nonverbal teaching behaviors examined in this 
study. Prospective band directors may benefit from practical application opportunities in that 
they should be given the chance to develop effective verbal and nonverbal teaching behaviors 
while fostering their individuality and unique styles of teaching. These opportunities could occur 
within the undergraduate degree program in practicum or laboratory situations. If prospective 
band directors are not given the opportunity to develop their own teaching personas, the effects 
on their future band ensembles may be more detrimental than beneficial.  
Results obtained from the Teacher Behavior Evaluation Sheets show that four of the six 
participating bands rated drill type instructional segments lowest when viewing their director’s 
video excerpts. Additionally, without exception, students participating in the interview portion of 
the study indicated that they often lost focus and became “bored” when directors spent large 
quantities of time rehearsing small groups within the ensemble. While drill type instruction is 
important in improving ensemble performance, it may be beneficial for band directors to be 
aware of the duration and frequency of their use of this type of instruction as extended periods of 
drill may eventually lead to classroom management problems.  
The highest student ratings were given to excerpts containing either more student 
response than teacher talk or excerpts containing almost equal amounts of student response and 
teacher talk, excerpts containing at least some expressive conducting, and with the exception of 
one case, a neutral facial expression for no more than 57% of the excerpt. The lowest student 
evaluations included excerpts with more teacher talk than student response and all strict 
conducting. These results were found across no less than five of the six cases. It seems that even 
though students were viewing only excerpts of their respective directors, they seem to have a 
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similar conceptual idea as to what comprises more and less effective teaching. Additionally, 
these results support previous research that found eighth graders to have a more positive opinion 
of their director under expressive conductor conditions than strict conductor conditions (Price & 
Winter, 1991).  
Unlike previous research in which shorter excerpts resulted in more positive evaluations 
(Yarbrough, 1988; Duke, Prickett, & Jellison, 1998), excerpts used in this investigation received 
positive evaluations regardless of duration. When examining pacing characteristics of the highest 
and lowest rated excerpts across cases, it is difficult to determine the role pacing played in the 
rating of excerpts as excerpts receiving the highest or lowest rating contained both longer and 
shorter activity times. There seems to be little agreement across cases and therefore, may be 
more related to the actual activity occurring within the excerpt rather than how long the activity 
lasts. Further investigation should be undertaken in order to help determine the role pacing plays 
in perceptions of teaching effectiveness.  
In two of the cases, a significant difference for principal instrument was found. However, 
post-hoc analysis revealed that in one case band members whose principal instruments were 
members of the brass or percussion family rated excerpts significantly higher. In the other case, 
band members whose principal instruments were members of the woodwind family rated 
excerpts significantly higher. While a significant difference in student perceptions may occur for 
principal instruments, an established trend was not found in regards to which family of 
instruments tends to rate excerpts higher. Further research may aid in showing a propensity of 
performers of one instrument family type to rate excerpts higher than another.  
Results also indicate that the band directors were generally more critical of their teaching 
behaviors than their students. All of the participating band directors can be classified as 
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experienced teachers and often rated their teaching behaviors quite low. This supports previous 
research that found experienced teachers to be more critical when evaluating teacher 
effectiveness (Madsen, C., Standley, Byo, & Cassidy, 1992; Madsen, K. & Cassidy, 2005). 
Furthermore, this finding supports K. Madsen’s (2003) finding that experienced teachers are 
more critical than adolescents when rating overall teaching effectiveness. However, it is unclear 
in this investigation what caused the differences in student and director perceptions. Loyalty to 
the band director on the part of the students may have led some to rate all excerpts high rather 
than evaluating with a more discerning eye. It is also possible that some or all of the participating 
students do not possess the content knowledge needed to assess their director’s teaching 
accurately.  
Although none of the research questions posed for this investigation focused on the 
agreement of student perceptions and observed events, sometimes students were better able to 
accurately assess their director’s teaching behaviors. For instance, systematic observation data 
revealed that directors were highly disapproving. Director responses to questionnaire items 
regarding the frequency of pointing out bad examples of student’s performance and behavior to 
the class revealed that some felt this rarely occurred less, while students felt this occurred far 
more frequently. This finding indicates directors may lack the ability to accurately assess their 
behaviors. Additionally, students may actually be able to gauge some of their director’s teaching 
behaviors more accurately than their directors.  
During this investigation, director’s commented on several behaviors they disliked. For 
instance, directors noticed their lack of eye contact. Yarbrough and Henley (1999) also found 
similar remarks to be made by subjects that viewed and rated choral rehearsal excerpts. The 
reflective nature of directors often led to statements such as “I’ve got to get my head out of the 
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score.” Over the course of the investigation, directors seemed to find isolated behaviors that they 
deemed important to change. It seems participating in this study allowed for some form of 
ongoing self-assessment for the participating band directors.  
Problems with the Investigation 
 When taking the results into account, it is important to consider that this investigation 
was based on video representing only four classes per director. Also, video was recorded in the 
very early stages of festival preparation and directors’ knowledge of the score may have been 
somewhat limited in comparison to rehearsals in the later stages of preparation. How this would 
affect their verbal and nonverbal teaching behaviors is unclear and may actually represent the 
early stages of an evolutionary cycle of teaching behaviors that changes over the course of 
festival preparation.  
 Also, this investigation focused on six successful high school band directors and their 
top-performing ensembles. Results presented are in no case meant as a “complete” portrait of all 
successful band directors. It is possible that results would vary if the behaviors of other 
successful band directors were also included. Therefore, increasing the number of participating 
bands and directors may strengthen the results and possibly highlight undiscovered similarities 
and differences. 
 It is not clear how student’s knowledge of, preference for, and ability to adequately 
perform the selected literature affected their perceptions and director perceptions of the director’s 
teaching behaviors. In one case, it seems a piece effect occurred. Students rated excerpts 
containing rehearsals of a particular piece higher than excerpts containing rehearsals of two other 
pieces. This supports previous research that found a piece effect due to tempo when subjects 
rated excerpts of choral rehearsals (Yarbrough & Madsen, K., 1998). Additionally, while some 
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students and directors may have evaluated the director’s teaching behaviors solely on the 
director’s performance, others may have been influenced by the actual performance ability of the 
ensemble. Since student performance and literature preference were not included variables in this 
investigation, it is difficult to determine the impact they may have played on student and director 
perceptions.  
 It also seems possible that students were unable to accurately assess each characteristic 
found on the Teacher Evaluation Behavior Sheet. This may have occurred due to the time 
constraints placed upon students when rating video segments, or students may lack the 
knowledge and understanding to appropriately assess the use of teaching behaviors. Therefore, 
consideration of the number of characteristics assessed as well as the number of video excerpts 
included for viewing should be taken into account when planning future studies. By doing this, 
confidence in the accuracy of student responses may increase. 
Finally, the nature of this study was such that data collection occurred within the natural 
setting. Due to this fact, difficulties in regards to scheduling arose as all six participating 
advanced ensembles maintained active rehearsal and performance schedules. Several of the 
ensembles met during the same time blocks and made collection of data more difficult. However, 
it is important to examine variables in regards to teaching within the natural setting, as it is 
difficult to determine if results gleaned from controlled settings mirror actual occurrences.  
Implications for Future Research 
  Directors in this study seem to possess effective teacher characteristics of the definition 
put forth by Brophy and Good (1986) in which effective teachers were described as having 
“success in socializing students and promoting their affective and personal development in 
addition to success in fostering their mastery of formal curricula” (p. 328). Whether the affective 
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and personal development occurs through character development and learning life skills or 
creating a nurturing and family type of atmosphere, the directors were found to care deeply about 
their students as well as their musical development. Comparing and contrasting the individual 
differences between directors allows researchers to identify teaching behaviors that enable the 
personal and musical growth and development of students.  
 Within this study, it was unclear what role loyalty to the band director played in student 
perceptions of the verbal and nonverbal teaching behaviors examined here. In order to determine 
if students would rate their own director’s behaviors higher than another director’s, it may be 
beneficial to examine student perceptions across a group of band directors that included their 
director. By doing this, favoritism may be found to play a role in student perceptions of their 
director’s verbal and nonverbal teaching behaviors.  
Another variable that may influence perception of directors’ teaching effectiveness is 
time of academic year. For instance, directors’ teaching behaviors may change depending on 
upcoming performances. One director in this study suggested that his teaching behaviors evolved 
throughout the music preparation process. Given the result that directors may not be able to 
accurately assess their own behaviors, it would be interesting to examine director behaviors and 
perception of those behaviors longitudinally.  
Perceptions of teaching effectiveness may also change due to feedback from authorities 
outside the regular rehearsal environment. It seems probable that perceptions of directors’ 
teaching may be more positive or negative after receiving feedback such as festival ratings and 
comments. If a performance is well received, students may perceive the director’s teaching in a 
more positive light than if the performance was poorly received.  
 
 160 
Finally, it may be beneficial to ascertain what effect knowledge of student perceptions 
and systematic observation data has on directors’ teaching behaviors. The present investigation 
did not include any follow-up data collection. While all of the participating directors noted 
behaviors they desired to change, it is unknown if knowledge of this study’s results prompted 
them to actually modify their behavior. If knowledge of student perceptions and systematic 
observation data resulted in an increase in use of effective teaching behaviors, music programs 
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PARENT LETTER/CONSENT FORM 
 




My name is Jennifer Whitaker and I am a graduate student at Louisiana State University. I would 
like to invite your child to participate in a music education study. The purpose of the study is to 
help determine student and director perceptions of effective music teaching behaviors.  
 
The band program at (school name) has an excellent reputation and, therefore, I have asked your 
student’s band director, (director’s name), to participate in the study and s/he has agreed. With 
your permission, I would like for your student to view segments of video containing their 
director’s teaching in regular rehearsals. While viewing the video, students will be asked to rate 
their director’s teaching behavior on a scale of 1 to 10. Your student may also be asked to 
participate in an interview with the investigator in order to gather more detailed information 
regarding his/her point of view. In addition, students will be asked to fill out an anonymous 
questionnaire regarding specific behaviors exhibited by their director. 
 
I have enjoyed five successful years of teaching in the public schools and I assure you this will 
be a positive experience with no potential risks to your child. All responses will be kept 
confidential. In order for your student to participate in the study, you and your student will need 
to sign the attached consent form and return it to (director’s name). If you do not wish your 
student to participate in the study, please respond by signing the non-consent portion of the form. 






















Parent and Student Consent Form 
 
Project Title: Analyses of High School Band Students’ and Directors’ Perceptions of Nonverbal  
and Verbal Teaching Behaviors  
 
Performance Site: (High School Name) 
 
Investigator: The following investigator is available for questions, M-F 9:00am-4:00pm 
                         Jennifer Whitaker, Graduate Student 
                         School of Music, Louisiana State University  
 
Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research project is to help determine how students 
and directors perceive nonverbal and verbal teaching behaviors  
 
Inclusion Criteria: High school students enrolled in the school’s advanced band ensemble.  
 
Exclusion Criteria: High school students not enrolled in the school’s advanced band ensemble.  
 
Description of the Study: Thirty students will be selected to view segments of video containing 
their director’s teaching in regular rehearsals. While viewing the video, students will be asked to 
indicate whether they perceive their director’s teaching behavior to be positive or negative. From 
the 30 students, 6-10 students will be asked to participate in interviews with the investigator in 
order to gather more detailed information regarding why they responded in the manner they did. 
In addition, all students will be asked to fill out an anonymous questionnaire regarding specific 
behaviors exhibited by their director. 
 
Benefits: Students will have the opportunity to enhance their perception skills and express their 
opinions regarding their director’s teaching behaviors without consequence.    
 
Risks: There are no known risks.  
 
Right to Refuse: Participation is voluntary, and a child will become part of the study only if 
both child and parent agree to the child's participation. At any time, either the subject may 
withdraw from the study or the subject's parent may withdraw the subject from the study without 
penalty or loss of any benefit to which they might otherwise be entitled.  
 
Privacy: Results of the study may be published, but no names or identifying information will  
be included for publication. Subject identity will remain confidential unless disclosure is 
required by law.  
 
Financial Information: There is no cost for participation in the study, nor is there any 
compensation to the subjects for participation.  
 
 





The study has been discussed with me and all my questions have been answered. I may direct 
additional questions regarding study specifics to the investigator. If I have questions about 
subjects' rights or other concerns, I can contact Robert C. Mathews, Chairman, Institutional 
Review Board, (225) 578-8692.  
 
Consent: 
I give my permission for my child to participate in the study described above and acknowledge 
the investigator's obligation to provide me with a copy of this consent form.  
 
 
_____________________________________________  ______________________ 




I do not wish for my child to participate in this study. 
 
 
_____________________________________________  ______________________ 




I understand that I will be asked to fill out a questionnaire regarding my band director’s teaching 
behaviors, and that I may be asked to view video of my director’s teaching and participate in an 
interview. I give my permission to participate in the study. 
 
_____________________________________________  ______________________ 




















TEACHING BEHAVIOR EVALUATION SHEET 
Circle the number that best describes your perception of the teaching in each video segment.  
Segment X: 
Use of Rehearsal Time: (How well did the director use the rehearsal time to prepare the group?) 
1     2      3       4       5       6      7       8       9      10 
          poor                   superb 
Pacing: (At what speed did the instructional segments occur?) 
1     2      3       4       5       6      7       8       9      10 
          slow                      fast 
Presentation of Information: (How easily did you grasp the information presented by the director?) 
1     2      3       4       5       6      7       8       9      10  
hard to understand    easy to understand  
Musical Information: (How much musical information was presented by the teacher?) 
1     2      3       4       5       6      7       8       9      10 
    small amount         large amount 
Feedback: (When responding after a student or students played, how helpful was his/her response?) 
            1     2      3       4       5       6      7       8       9      10 
     not helpful        very helpful 
Verbal Clarity: (How clear was the director’s voice?) 
1     2      3       4       5       6      7       8       9      10 
        unclear                    clear 
Use of Voice: (How much did the director vary the volume, pitch, and speed of his/her voice?) 
1     2      3       4       5       6      7       8       9      10 
    small amount        large amount 
Conducting: (How good was the director’s conducting?) 
1     2      3       4       5       6      7       8       9      10 
          poor                   superb 
Enthusiasm: (How much enthusiasm did the director show when teaching?) 
1     2      3       4       5       6      7       8       9      10 
          low                    high 
Overall Teaching Effectiveness: (How well did the director teach overall?) 
1     2      3       4       5       6      7       8       9      10 





STUDENT AND DIRECTOR QUESTIONNAIRES 
 
Student Questionnaire of Director’s Behavior 
Please rate your band director on the following behaviors. I am interested in your feelings and 
perceptions. There are no right or wrong answers. 
 
1. Uses words like “excellent” and “great” when praising students for performing well. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
2. Tells us that s/he appreciates our attention and hard work. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
3. Uses a variety of facial expressions like smiling, raising eyebrows, and winking when someone 
does something well. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
4. Uses a variety of body movements to show approval like nodding head, clapping hands, making 
an O.K. sign, and giving a thumbs up. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
5. Interacts or converses with students outside of rehearsal time (before or after class or school). 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
6. Walks among the students during class (e.g. gets off the podium). 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
7. Pats students or myself on the back to show approval or congratulations. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
8. Highlights a student or section’s accomplishments by selecting them as “Student/Section of the 
Week.” 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
9. Arranges trips or parties for the band to participate in. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
10. Shows approval by giving awards likes medals, plaques, or trophies. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
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11. Shows disapproval only when the band or student(s) deserve(s) to be punished.  
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
12. Uses words like “that’s terrible” and “bad” when showing disapproval. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
13. Uses a variety of facial expressions like frowning, grimacing, or wrinkling forehead when 
students don’t perform well. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
14. Points out bad examples of student’s performance and behavior to the entire class. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
15. Steps off the podium while teaching. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
16. Gestures (uses hands) while talking to class. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
17. Looks at the band while talking. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
18. Leads the band by using conducting gestures that show how s/he wants the music to be played. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
19. Whispers or gets louder when trying to make a point.  
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
20. Makes eye contact with individual students when speaking to them. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
21. Uses a variety of vocal inflections while talking to the class. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
22. Moves toward and away from band while conducting on the podium. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often
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Director Questionnaire of Director Behaviors 
Please rate yourself on the following behaviors. I am interested in your feelings and perceptions. 
There are no right or wrong answers.  
 
1. I use words like “excellent” and “great” when praising students for performing well. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
2. I tell the band that I appreciate their attention and hard work. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
3. I use a variety of facial expressions like smiling, raising eyebrows, and winking when someone 
does something well. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
4. I use a variety of body movements to show approval like nodding head, clapping hands, making 
an O.K. sign, and giving a thumbs up. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
5. I interact or converse with students outside of rehearsal time (before or after class or school). 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
6. I walk among the students during class (e.g. gets off the podium). 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
7. I pat students on the back to show approval or give congratulations. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
8. I highlight a student or section’s accomplishments by selecting them as “Student/Section of the 
Week.” 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
9. I arrange trips or parties for the band to participate in. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
10. I show approval by giving awards likes medals, plaques, or trophies. 
0  1  2  3  4 




11. I show disapproval only when the band or student(s) deserve(s) to be punished.  
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
12. I use words like “that’s terrible” and “bad” when showing disapproval. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
13. I use a variety of facial expressions like frowning, grimacing, or wrinkling forehead when 
students don’t perform well. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
14. I point out bad examples of student’s performance and behavior to the entire class. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
15. I step off the podium while teaching. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
16. Gestures (uses hands) while talking to class. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
17. I look at the band while talking to them. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
18. I lead the band by using conducting gestures that show how I want the music to be played. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
19. I whisper or get louder when trying to make a point.  
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
20. I make eye contact with individual students when speaking to them. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
21. I use a variety of vocal inflections while talking to the class. 
0  1  2  3  4 
        Never        Rarely    Occasionally          Often      Very Often 
22. I move toward and away from the band while conducting on the podium. 
0  1  2  3  4 





STUDENT AND DIRECTOR INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS 
Director Interview Questions  
Introduction 
 As you know I contacted you because your band program has established a reputation of 
excellence through performance. I have analyzed your teaching in an effort to identify specific 
characteristics and behaviors that you exhibit which facilitate the success of your band program. 
By observing you, I have developed an idea as to what your verbal and nonverbal behaviors are, 
but it is only my perception. I would like to know what your view is on the verbal and nonverbal 
characteristics that constitute your teaching.  
Protocol 
1. Promise of confidentiality 
2. Permission to tape interview 
3. Respondent free to stop tape as needed 
4. Explanation of note taking  
5. Questions 
Questions  
1. How many years have you been teaching band? 
2. What is the highest degree you have earned? 
3. What is your teaching background? 
4. What courses are you responsible for at your school? 
5. How many students are in your top ensemble? in the band program? in the school? 
6. How many students in your top ensemble are taking private lessons? 
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7. How would you describe your students’ socioeconomic status and ability level? How 
does that effect your pacing in rehearsals? 
8. What do you feel makes you a successful teacher? 
9. How would you describe your teaching style?  
10. How would you describe the ideal atmosphere of your band class?  
11. Nonverbal communication plays an important role in ensemble rehearsals. What 
nonverbal communication skills do you find to be most useful?…least useful? 
12. Conducting can be an efficient way for a band director to communicate with the band. 
Does your conducting help you to communicate how you want the music played? If so, 
how? If not, why? Can you think of a time when your conducting hindered 
communication? 
13. Sometimes it can be difficult to give verbal feedback while the ensemble is playing. 
Facial expressions can be helpful in conveying feedback nonverbally. What facial 
expressions do you use to convey feedback? Which do you find most effective?…least 
effective? 
14. When you move off the podium and into the ensemble, what do you feel it accomplishes?  
15. Is there ever a time in which your students lose interest during a rehearsal? What do you 
do to keep them involved or regain their attention?  
16. How do you use your voice when presenting material? Can you give me an example? 
17. How aware are you of filler use such as “um,” “ok,” or “uh?” What impact do you feel 
fillers have on instruction? 
18. Every band director has phrases they say often- like “catch” phrases. What are some of 
your “catch” phrases? 
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19. When you approve of someone’s or the band’s performance, how do you show your 
approval?  
20. When you disapprove of someone’s or the band’s playing, how do show your 
disapproval?  
21. Recollect a time when you were very animated in a rehearsal? Can you describe that time 
to me? What makes it most memorable to you?  
22. You have been asked to evaluate your teaching on some specific behaviors. In your 
opinion, what teaching behavior is the most influential aspect when evaluating your 
teaching? Why?  
23. What teaching behavior do you feel is least influential in your evaluation? 
24. Is there anything regarding the process of self-evaluation that you would like to share 
with me? 























Student Interview Questions 
Introduction 
 As you may have noticed, I have been visiting your band class over the past few months 
and have asked you to rate some verbal and nonverbal behaviors used by your director. I have 
been paying particular attention to what your band director does and I have learned quite a bit 
about his/her behavior as a teacher. However, I have a limited point of view since I am only an 
observer- so I was hoping to find out the students’ point of view by asking you questions about 
your band director. 
Protocol 
1. Promise of confidentiality 
2. Permission to tape interview 
3. Respondent free to stop tape as needed 
4. Explanation of note taking  
5. Questions 
Questions 
1. What does your band director do that makes him/her a good teacher?  
2. How would you describe your director’s teaching style?  
3. What do you enjoy most about your band class? (Prompts: learning to play your 
instrument, being with friends, etc) 
4. When your band director moves off the podium and into the ensemble, how does that 
change your playing? How is that different than when s/he remains on the podium?  
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5. Conducting can be an efficient way for a band director to communicate with the band. 
Does your director’s conducting help you to know how they want the music played? If 
so, how? If not, why?  
6. Is there ever a time in which you lose interest during a rehearsal? If so, when? What does 
your band director do to keep you involved?  
7. How does your director’s facial expressions effect your performance? What expressions 
does s/he use that you have noticed? 
8. How does your band director’s verbal clarity and use of voice influence your 
understanding of material being presented? Have you ever been distracted by your 
director saying “um,” “ok,” or “uh?”  
9. What catch phrases does your director use?  
10. When your director approves of your or the band’s performance, how does he/she show 
it? Describe how you feel when approval is given?  
11. How does he/she show disapproval of how you or someone is playing? Describe how you 
feel when disapproval is given? 
12. Describe a time when your director was very animated in rehearsal? What makes that 
most memorable to you?  
13. Would you say that you receive more musical information from your director’s 
conducting or from their verbal instruction? Describe their conducting and verbal 
instruction. 
14. You have been asked to evaluate your director’s teaching on some specific behaviors. In 
your opinion, what teaching behavior(s) is/are the most influential aspect when 
evaluating his/her teaching? Why?  
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15. What teaching behavior(s) do you feel is least influential in your evaluation of your 
director? Why? 

















































1   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
2   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   






4   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
5   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
6   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   






8   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
9   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
10   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   






12   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
13   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
14   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   






16   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
17   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
18   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   






20   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
21   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
22   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   






24   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
25   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
26   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   





28   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
29   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   
30   A   D    S S     E       None  A    D    N  S   H    R L    V    H  S    N     L   









COMPONENTIAL ANALYSIS OF DIRECTOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 Number of Question 
Topic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
   Teacher           
   Characteristic 
X X X X    X X     
   Teacher Value          X    
   Student    
   Characteristic 
    X X A       
   Nonverbal         
   Behavior 
          X   
   Verbal  
   Behavior 
             
   Filler Use              
   Reinforcement              
   Pacing       B       
   Conducting             X  
   Facial  
   Expression 
            X 
   Movement              
   Self-Evaluation              
Perspective 
   Perception X X X X X X A X X  X X X 
   Preference       B   X    
Question Type 
   Descriptive X X X X X X X  X X  A  
   Structural        X   A  A 




 Number of Question 
Topic 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
   Teacher           
   Characteristic 
            
   Teacher Value             
   Student    
   Characteristic 
            
   Nonverbal  
   Behavior 
       X X X  X 
   Verbal Behavior   X  X    X X   
   Filler Use    X         
   Reinforcement      X X      
   Pacing  X           
   Conducting              
   Facial  
   Expression 
            
   Movement X            
   Self-Evaluation         X X X  
Perspective 
   Perception X X X X X X X X X X X  
   Preference            X 
Question Type 
   Descriptive X X X X    X   X X 
   Structural     X        







COMPONENTIAL ANALYSIS OF STUDENT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 
 Number of Question 
Topic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
   Teacher Characteristic X X       
   Band Class   X   X   
   Teaching Behavior      X   
   Voice Use        X 
   Filler Use        X 
   Reinforcement         
   Conducting      X    
   Facial Expression       X  
   Movement    X     
   Evaluation         
Perspective 
   Perception X X X X X X X X 
   Preference         
Question Type 
   Descriptive X X   X X X (a) X 
   Structural   X X   X (b)  






 Number of Question 
Topic 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
   Teacher Characteristic X        
   Band Class         
   Teaching Behavior    X X   X 
   Voice Use         
   Filler Use         
   Reinforcement  X X      
   Conducting          
   Facial Expression         
   Movement         
   Evaluation      X X  
Perspective 
   Perception X X X X X X X  
   Preference        X 
Question Type 
   Descriptive  X (b) X (b) X X   X 
   Structural X     X X  











MEAN STUDENT RATINGS AND DIRECTOR RATINGS PER EXCERPT 
 
Franklin High Mean Student Ratings (N = 31) and Director Ratings by Excerpt (Ex.) 
 
Category Ex. 1 Ex. 2 Ex. 3 Ex. 4 Ex. 5 Ex. 6 Ex. 7 Ex. 8 
Time use 
       Students 7.87 8.29 7.10 7.42 7.71 7.81 6.87 7.94 
       Director 7.00 9.00 8.00 9.00 8.00 9.00 8.00 7.00 
Pacing 
       Students 7.68 7.10 7.23 6.42 7.00 7.61 7.26 7.58 
       Director 7.00 9.00 8.00 10.00 8.00 9.00 8.00 6.00 
Presentation of information 
       Students 7.68 8.13 6.97 7.03 6.48 7.45 7.29 7.90 
       Director 7.00 10.00 7.00 9.00 7.00 7.00 8.00 6.00 
Musical information 
      Students 6.42 8.26 5.55 6.45 5.19 6.42 6.39 7.26 
      Director 7.00 9.00 9.00 4.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 
Feedback 
      Students 6.68 8.23 6.45 6.81 5.61 6.45 6.39 7.68 
      Director 7.00 9.00 8.00 1.00 7.00 8.00 7.00 7.00 
Verbal clarity 
      Students 7.87 8.74 7.97 7.29 7.58 8.00 8.19 8.19 
      Director 9.00 10.00 9.00 8.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 
Use of voice 
      Students 7.65 7.87 6.55 7.71 5.58 6.10 8.39 8.52 
      Director 5.00 9.00 8.00 4.00 4.00 8.00 7.00 6.00 
Conducting 
      Students 8.74 7.94 6.52 7.48 8.81 8.03 7.35 8.58 
      Director 6.00 4.00 8.00 7.00 3.00 5.00 6.00 5.00 
Enthusiasm 
      Students 8.19 7.16 5.74 6.13 7.13 5.45 7.42 8.65 
      Director 7.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 5.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 
Overall effectiveness 
      Students 7.81 8.03 6.97 7.06 7.03 6.90 7.13 8.19 
      Director 7.00 9.00 8.00 8.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 
Student mean total 7.66 7.98 6.71 6.98 6.81 7.02 7.27 8.05 
Director mean 
total 
6.90 8.60 7.30 6.80 6.40 7.60 7.40 6.60 
Student rank 3 2 8 6 7 5 4 1 
Director rank 5 1 4 6 8 2 3 7 
Note. Standard deviations associated with means in each of the cells corresponding to student 
ratings above ranged from .95 to 2.78; standard errors ranged from .17 to .50.  
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Mount Blanc High School Mean Student Ratings (N = 43) and Director Ratings by Excerpt (Ex.) 
 
Category Ex. 1 Ex. 2 Ex. 3 Ex. 4 Ex. 5 Ex. 6 Ex. 7 Ex. 8 Ex. 9 
Time use 
       Students 8.20 8.34 7.73 8.11 7.61 7.07 7.77 7.66 8.05 
       Director 4.00 5.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 4.00 6.00 
Pacing 
       Students 7.59 7.02 7.05 6.77 7.55 8.84 6.50 8.52 6.89 
       Director 5.00 5.00 5.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 5.00 5.00 6.00 
Presentation of information 
       Students 7.55 8.73 7.64 8.02 7.68 7.30 7.59 6.73 7.82 
       Director 3.00 6.00 5.00 5.00 6.00 4.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 
Musical information 
      Students 6.36 9.07 7.39 7.23 6.91 5.55 7.05 4.23 7.82 
      Director 4.00 8.00 5.00 3.00 6.00 4.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 
Feedback 
      Students 7.16 8.25 7.66 7.66 7.50 5.36 7.66 5.23 7.45 
      Director 5.00 5.00 4.00 3.00 8.00 4.00 6.00 4.00 4.00 
Verbal clarity 
      Students 8.39 9.34 8.84 8.59 8.39 8.14 8.09 8.41 8.55 
      Director 4.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 7.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 5.00 
Use of voice 
      Students 7.80 8.75 8.00 7.59 6.77 5.68 7.27 5.93 7.52 
      Director 4.00 7.00 4.00 4.00 6.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 5.00 
Conducting 
      Students 8.43 8.41 8.50 8.39 7.30 6.25 8.14 7.89 8.25 
      Director 2.00 5.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 1.00 3.00 1.00 3.00 
Enthusiasm 
      Students 8.50 8.57 7.89 7.16 5.75 5.16 7.00 6.07 7.77 
      Director 5.00 7.00 5.00 4.00 5.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 5.00 
Overall effectiveness 
      Students 8.05 8.70 7.95 7.98 7.30 6.50 7.52 7.09 7.89 
      Director 4.00 6.00 4.00 4.00 6.00 4.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 
Student mean total 7.80 8.52 7.87 7.75 7.28 6.59 7.46 6.78 7.80 
Director mean total 4.00 5.90 4.40 4.00 5.90 3.70 4.80 3.30 4.90 
Student rank 3.5 1 2 5 7 9 6 8 3.5 
Director rank 6.5 1.5 5 6.5 1.5 8 4 9 3 
Note. Standard deviations associated with means in each of the cells corresponding to student 
ratings above ranged from .90 to 2.78; standard errors ranged from .14 to .42.  
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Hamilton High School Mean Student Ratings and Director Ratings by Excerpt (Ex.) 
 
Category Ex. 1 Ex. 2 Ex. 3 Ex. 4 Ex. 5 Ex. 6 Ex. 7 
Time use 
       Students 8.70 9.00 9.23 8.70 8.73 8.57 8.57 
       Director 8.00 7.00 8.00 7.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 
Pacing 
       Students 8.07 7.70 8.00 6.83 7.60 7.83 6.57 
       Director 8.00 7.00 8.00 7.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 
Presentation of information 
       Students 9.10 8.90 9.27 8.60 8.60 8.43 8.80 
       Director 7.00 8.00 7.00 7.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 
Musical information 
      Students 8.20 7.90 8.00 6.90 7.70 6.63 8.47 
      Director 7.00 8.00 7.00 5.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 
Feedback 
      Students 8.70 8.60 8.97 7.80 8.40 8.07 8.67 
      Director 7.00 7.00 8.00 6.00 7.00 8.00 7.00 
Verbal clarity 
      Students 9.50 9.23 9.33 8.93 9.17 8.77 9.03 
      Director 7.00 7.00 8.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 8.00 
Use of voice 
      Students 7.97 7.77 7.97 7.33 7.53 7.47 8.13 
      Director 6.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 8.00 
Conducting 
      Students 8.77 8.47 8.37 8.13 8.27 8.40 8.83 
      Director 5.00 4.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 5.00 4.00 
Enthusiasm 
      Students 8.73 8.43 8.17 7.77 7.83 7.87 8.37 
      Director 6.00 6.00 7.00 6.00 6.00 7.00 6.00 
Overall effectiveness 
      Students 9.43 9.17 9.17 8.47 8.70 8.73 9.07 
      Director 8.00 7.00 8.00 7.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 
Student mean total 8.72 8.52 8.65 7.95 8.25 8.08 8.45 
Director mean total 6.90 6.80 7.30 6.30 6.70 7.30 7.20 
Student rank 1 3 2 7 5 6 4 
Director rank 4 5 1.5 7 6 1.5 3 
Note. Standard deviations associated with means in each of the cells corresponding to student 
ratings above ranged from .68 to 2.46; standard errors ranged from .12 to .45. 
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Smithfield High School Mean Student Ratings and Director by Excerpt (Ex.) 
 
Category Ex. 1 Ex. 2 Ex. 3 Ex. 4 Ex. 5 Ex. 6 Ex. 7 Ex. 8 Ex. 9 
Time use 
       Students 8.29 8.67 8.47 8.53 8.73 8.49 8.38 8.40 8.29 
       Director 7.00 8.00 5.00 8.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 
Pacing 
       Students 7.71 7.58 7.98 7.47 7.96 7.22 7.73 7.64 7.53 
       Director 7.00 6.00 3.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 5.00 6.00 6.00 
Presentation of information 
       Students 8.44 9.24 9.02 9.16 9.09 8.60 8.64 8.40 8.84 
       Director 6.00 7.00 5.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 7.00 
Musical information 
      Students 6.93 9.20 7.87 7.82 8.16 7.07 7.53 6.76 7.42 
      Director 5.00 5.00 4.00 6.00 5.00 7.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 
Feedback 
      Students 7.49 8.58 8.64 8.24 8.82 7.73 8.18 7.60 8.40 
      Director 6.00 8.00 6.00 7.00 8.00 7.00 7.00 8.00 6.00 
Verbal clarity 
      Students 8.69 9.51 9.36 9.11 9.36 9.07 9.13 8.89 8.98 
      Director 5.00 8.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 5.00 
Use of voice 
      Students 7.38 9.29 9.42 7.87 8.42 7.31 7.93 7.11 7.31 
      Director 6.00 9.00 5.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 8.00 7.00 5.00 
Conducting 
      Students 8.64 9.09 9.31 8.96 8.60 8.36 8.58 8.51 8.89 
      Director 5.00 7.00 6.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 6.00 6.00 5.00 
Enthusiasm 
      Students 6.78 8.58 8.62 7.60 8.04 7.29 7.51 6.98 7.16 
      Director 5.00 8.00 5.00 5.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 5.00 
Overall effectiveness 
      Students 8.18 9.18 9.11 8.89 9.13 8.38 8.53 8.20 8.53 
      Director 6.00 8.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 
Student mean total 7.85 8.89 8.78 8.37 8.63 7.95 8.21 7.85 8.14 
Director mean 
total 
5.80 7.40 5.10 6.60 6.50 6.60 6.70 6.80 5.80 
Student rank 8 1 2 4 3 7 5 9 6 
Director rank 7.5 1 9 4.5 6 4.5 3 2 7.5 
Note. Standard deviations associated with means in each of the cells corresponding to student 
ratings above ranged from .85 to 2.34; standard errors ranged from .13 to .35.  
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Edwards High School Mean Student Ratings and Director Ratings by Excerpt (Ex.) 
 
Category Ex. 1 Ex. 2 Ex. 3 Ex. 4 Ex. 5 Ex. 6 Ex. 7 Ex. 8 
Time use 
       Students 8.23 8.50 8.30 8.63 8.53 8.60 7.90 8.50 
       Director 8.00 8.00 9.00 9.00 8.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 
Pacing 
       Students 6.53 6.93 7.90 7.67 7.43 7.53 8.00 7.30 
       Director 8.00 7.00 9.00 9.00 6.00 7.00 9.00 7.00 
Presentation of information 
       Students 8.43 8.57 8.27 8.67 8.57 9.27 8.07 8.70 
       Director 9.00 8.00 8.00 9.00 8.00 8.00 9.00 8.00 
Musical information 
      Students 7.03 8.07 8.17 8.23 7.77 8.27 7.50 8.87 
      Director 7.00 8.00 6.00 9.00 7.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 
Feedback 
      Students 8.47 8.50 7.70 8.57 8.30 8.73 7.57 8.50 
      Director 8.00 8.00 6.00 9.00 8.00 8.00 6.00 8.00 
Verbal clarity 
      Students 8.80 8.90 9.10 9.07 9.23 9.40 8.80 9.27 
      Director 9.00 9.00 10.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 
Use of voice 
      Students 7.57 8.10 7.87 8.47 8.23 8.00 8.17 8.20 
      Director 7.00 8.00 6.00 9.00 7.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 
Conducting 
      Students 8.93 8.97 8.30 8.80 8.93 9.10 8.13 8.77 
      Director 7.00 7.00 4.00 8.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 
Enthusiasm 
      Students 7.73 8.37 7.90 8.43 8.33 8.13 7.63 8.20 
      Director 8.00 7.00 5.00 10.00 7.00 8.00 7.00 8.00 
Overall effectiveness 
      Students 8.67 9.03 9.03 8.90 8.87 9.33 8.43 9.13 
      Director 8.00 7.00 8.00 9.00 8.00 7.00 7.00 9.00 
Student mean total 8.04 8.39 8.25 8.54 8.42 8.64 8.02 8.54 
Director mean total 7.90 7.70 7.10 9.00 7.50 7.90 7.90 8.00 
Student rank 7 5 6 2.5 4 1 8 2.5 
Director rank 4 6 8 1 7 4 4 2 
Note. Standard deviations associated with means in each of the cells corresponding to student 
ratings above ranged from .71 to 2.44; standard errors ranged from .13 to .45.  
 
 194 
Duncan High School Mean Student Ratings and Director Ratings by Excerpt (Ex.) 
 
Category Ex. 1 Ex. 2 Ex. 3 Ex. 4 Ex. 5 Ex. 6 Ex. 7 
Time use 
       Students 8.74 8.61 7.58 8.50 7.50 8.66 8.42 
       Director 8.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 4.00 8.00 8.00 
Pacing 
       Students 8.84 8.47 5.34 7.63 7.05 7.95 8.05 
       Director 7.00 7.00 8.00 5.00 4.00 8.00 8.00 
Presentation of information 
       Students 8.53 8.29 8.29 8.71 8.05 8.45 8.50 
       Director 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 8.00 8.00 
Musical information 
      Students 7.42 7.32 8.37 7.63 7.21 7.37 7.53 
      Director 8.00 7.00 7.00 4.00 4.00 9.00 5.00 
Feedback 
      Students 8.50 8.03 8.08 8.16 7.63 8.03 8.50 
      Director 9.00 7.00 6.00 8.00 7.00 8.00 8.00 
Verbal clarity 
      Students 9.08 9.03 9.11 9.18 9.16 9.11 9.26 
      Director 9.00 9.00 8.00 8.00 10.00 8.00 9.00 
Use of voice 
      Students 7.82 8.08 7.63 8.42 8.39 8.08 7.92 
      Director 8.00 9.00 8.00 10.00 8.00 8.00 7.00 
Conducting 
      Students 8.84 8.89 8.84 7.18 7.71 8.79 7.68 
      Director 6.00 4.00 4.00 8.00 4.00 9.00 4.00 
Enthusiasm 
      Students 8.74 8.63 7.97 8.47 7.47 8.87 8.34 
      Director 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 7.00 10.00 8.00 
Overall effectiveness 
      Students 8.84 8.61 8.39 8.55 8.26 8.82 8.55 
      Director 7 7 8 7 5 8 7 
Student mean total 8.54 8.40 7.96 8.24 7.84 8.41 8.28 
Director mean total 7.70 7.20 7.10 7.10 6.00 8.40 7.20 
Student rank 1 3 6 5 7 2 4 
Director rank 2 3.5 5.5 5.5 7 1 3.5 
Note. Standard deviations associated with means in each of the cells corresponding to student 
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